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Tue sToRY of the Albert Insurance Company is not 
yet fully told, and therefore it is too soon to form a com- 
plete judgment upon the whole case; but it is tolerably 
plain that just as the cases of the London Chatham and 
Dover, the London and Brighton, and the Great Eastern 
Railways led to a re-consideration of the law relating to 
the management of railways, and the keeping and pub- 
lication of their accounts, so the break-down of the 
Albert will lead to a revision of the law as it affects 
insurance companies. Nor is it difficult to foresee the 

points to which attention will have to be directed. 

In the first place it is pretty clear that some provision 
will be made compelling directors of insurance com- 
panies to keep their accounts in a proper and intelligible 
form, and to make their periodical statements in such a 
way as to inform, not to mislead. Every reason which 
led to the enactments on this subject is in the case of 
railway companies contained in the Regulation of Rail- 
ways Act, 1868, applies with equal force to insurance 
companies. In the sounder and better managed com- 





| tions ; 


kept I have nothing to do with where the money comes 
from. I have no more right to meddle with the af- 
fairs of the company because it will have, at a future 
time, to pay a sum of money to me or my representatives 
than my landlord has to control my expenditure to-day 
because I shall have to pay him a quarter’s rent at 
Michaelmas. 

But ought this to be so? Ought the contract of life 
insurance to be left on the same footing as any ordinary 
contract ? There are marked peculiarities in the con- 
tract. It is a contract which in every instance, and by 
mere lapse of time, becomes a saleable interest to the one 
party and a burden tothe other. It is a contract the 
safety of which to the one contracting party depends not, 
as in ordinary cases, upon the solvency of the other at 
the time of the contract, or for a definite time afterwards, 
as to which a prudent and skilful man can form a fair 
judgment, but upon the continuance of solvency for the 
indefinite duration of a life. And the number of such 
contractz in existence is always such that the interests of 
the persons assured are far larger than, and may conflict 
with, those of the individuals who, taken together, com- 
pose the other contracting party ; so that it may be the 
interest of the party trusted to lose its business rather 
than to preserve it. The question which will have 
to be answered is, Shall policy-holders be regarded in 
law as having an interest such as the law should 
protect in the management of the company’s affairs 
and the husbanding of its resources. In the case 
of the Albert, whatever other ‘ins of commission and 
omission there may have been, three things at least were 
done or left undone. Business was purchased at a 
ruinous price in the form of commissions and compensa- 
no reserve fund was kept to, meet policies 
falling in ; and dividends were declared and paid when 
none were earned. Hach of these three things would by 


| itself have been enough in time to ruin the company. 


panies such provisions would work no hardship, for they | 


already do what is required; while rotten companies 
might be broken up by exposure, and the creation of 
bubble companies prevented by the dread of publicity. 
But when the whole matter comes to be really con- 
sidered, a far broader question than any relating to mer2 
accounts or balance-sheets will have to be answered, 


in the conduct of the company’s affairs, the shareholders 
only, or the policy-holders as well. In fact, as we all 
know, the latter have a far larger interest in the pro- 
sperity of the concern than the former. The amount of 
capital is generally trifling compared with the sums in- 
sured or even with the present value at any given mo- 
ment of the existing insurances. In the case of the 
Albert, for instance, the utmost that the share- 
holders could in any case lose is £500,000, the 
amount of the nominal capital; while the present 
value of the policies in existence (their value, that is, if 
the company were solvent) is estimated by the liquida- 
tors at considerably over a million. Again, anything 
that diminishes the resources of the company must lessen 
the security of the policies. But bad management may 
be in the interest of the shareholders. There are cases 
easily to be conceived in which the rule, “ let us eat and 
drink, for to-morrow we die,” might be a wise if not an 
honest one for shareholders. If the whole capital were 
psid up, and the sound business declining, the best thing 
for the shareholders’ pockets might be to make hay 
while the sun shines, and declare dividends never 
earned, and for this end procure insurances at any price 
for the sake of the premiums. But when we look at the 
matter from a legal point of view, the whole thing is 
reversed, ‘The shareholders are the only people who 
have anything to do with the affairs of the company, 
the policy-holders are strangers to it. If { insure a 
life with the company, the relation between me and the 
company is merely one of contract. Until the contract 
is broken I have no right to open my lips; if it be 


Combined they put the result beyond doubt. The Legis- 


| lature will have to determine, whether, in the interests 
| of policy-holders, quite apart from shareholders, the law 
| ought or ought not to interfere for the prevention of such 


, practices hereafter. 


A precedent for such exceptional 


| legislation is to be found in the present legal status of 
; railway debenture-holders. 

namely, to whom are the directors to be regarded as an- | 
swerable, and who are to be treated as having an interest | 


| which empowers English, Irish, 
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Ir wAS SUGGESTED BY Us, nearly a year ago,* that 
the principle of the Judgments Extension Act, 1868, 
and Scotch superior 
courts to enforce each other's judgments or orders, 
should be applied to the inferior courts. In the new 
Bankruptcy Act the suggestion is adopted, bus only for 
bankruptcy purposes. The consequences of this limita- 
tion will be thas all the county courts (except those of 
the metropolis, which is to have a bankruptcy court to 
itself) will be empowered to send their bankruptcy pro- 
cess for service or execution to Ireland or Scotland, but 
not process under the ordinary jurisdiction. Why these 
tribunals should be empowered to reach so much further 
with their bankruptcy arms than with their common law 
or equity arms it is not easy to understaud. Previously 
to the Judgments Extension Act the county courts 
were the only civil courts required to aci in aid of or as 
auxiliary to each other. They are now made auxiliary to 
Scotch and Irish bankruptcy courts, and in all probability 
it was a mere oversight not to treat the common law 
and equity powers of the courts in the three kingdoms in 
the same manner. The three countries are daily be- 
coming more and more one for all commercial purposes, 
and hence the growing necessity for extending the 
principle of the Judgments Extension Act, not only to 
bankruptcy, but to all legal proceedings. 

The Bow County Court has been the subject of 
another apparent oversight in the new Bankruptcy Act. 
It is made a metropolitan county court for bankruptoy 
purposes only; for any other purpose it still remains in the 





* 12 B,J. 936. 
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country. There are doubtless good reasons for con- 
sidering Bow as part of London for the purpose of bring- 
ing it within the jurisdiction of the “London Bank- 
ruptcy Court ” which is to be constituted under the Act, 
but there are quite as good reasons for making it a Lon- 
don court for all purposes. Bow becomes next year sui 
generis amongst county courts, it will be “ metropolitan ”’ 
and not metropolitan according to the kind of business 
in hand. 





IT APPEARS that the Bridgewater Election Commission- 
ers are not going to wait until the conclusion of their in- 
quiry before reporting the result ; but that a preliminary 
report will be made by them at once to enable the At- 
torney-General to institute criminal proceedings within 
the period of a year, limited by statute for the purpose. 
Judging from the reports of what has taken place be- 
fore the Commissioners, it seems clear that a primd facie 
case has been made out against some of those whose 
names have been prominently mentioned. And we are 
glad to see that the Commissioners have exercised a com- 
mendable firmness in not examining or giving certifi- 
cates to the suspected persons. 





IN REMANDING A PRISONER on a charge of attempted 
abduction of a young girl a few days ago Mr. Knox, the 
Marlborough-street magistrate, is reported to have said, 
“T shall remand the case and refuse bail, as of late there 
have been somany compromisesof seriouscases inthis court 
that I cannot but hesitate to grant bail.” Noone who 
watches the reports of proceedings before magistrates can 
be at all surprised at Mr. Knox’s observation. It is only 
too plain that in the case of a well-to-do offender and a poor 
prosecutor the chances of justice being defeated by a com- 
promise, in other words, by bribery, are very large indeed ; 
and any effort to check the practice must command our sym- 
pathy. But we question much whether the refusal of 
bail will have much effect in most cases. Where there 
is a compromise, the modus operandi for carrying it into 
effect generally is not to get the accused out of the way, 
but the accuser. And this can be done whether the 
accused is in custody or at large. Nothing, we fear, can 
really check the evil, shortof placing the duty of bringing 
most criminal offences before the magistrate in the hands 
of some public officer. And though many,if not most 
people are fanxious to have a public prosecutor for many 
purposes, few are prepared to go so great a length as this, 
At the same time we are far from finding any fault with 
Mr, Knox’s action in the present instance. There are 
obvious reasons for the course which he took. 





THE SUMMER ASSIZES, 
HoME CIRCUIT. 

The business on the Home Circuit this summer was 
in amount fully up to the average, though it can 
scarcely be said to have exceeded it. In the character of 
the business, with the exception of one peculiarity which 
we shall have to note presently, there was little to re- 
mark. 

The first two towns, Hertford and Chelmsford, with 
their five or six causes apiece, are of s0 little relative im- 
portance upon such a circuit as the Home Circuit that 
it is enough to say that the work at each of them was of 
the usual amount and character. 

At Lewes there were 20 prisoners for trial, and 
a@ list of 15 causes, just about an average num- 
ber. There was one case in the list the fate of 
which ought not to pass unnoticed. Lloyd v. Ingram 
is an action brought to try the title to a considerable 
extent of foreshore and land formed by accretion from 
the sea between Brighton and Shoreham, The value of 
the property at stake is said to be considerable. The 
case was tried once before Mr. Justice Willes in the sum- 
merof 1868, and the trial occupied six days. There not 
being time to finish it within the time usually allotted 
to Lewes, bis Lordship returned to Sussex in the autumn 


to finish the case. A new trial having been gran 
the cause now came on for trial again; and again it Wa 
pretty clear that it could not be finished in the ordip 
sitting at Lewes. But Mr. Justice Mellor declining 4 
make the sacrifice which Mr. Justice Willes had made, the 
case had to be made a remanet, and how long it will 
main go noone knows. It is worthy of remark thay 
at the very time that this was happening there wer 
three judges, the election judges, with nothing 
whatever to do, all of whom were this summe 
purposely placed in the commission for this as fy 
every other county in England. If it be no longe 
true that “ wretches hang that jurymen may dine,” it jg 
certainly true that suitors are denied justice that judge 
may amuse themselves. 

At Maidstone there were 28 prisoners for trial, and 
the cause-list contained 24 entries, perhaps slightly more 
than the average number. 

The cause-list in Surrey is, of course, always far 
larger than those of all the other counties put together; 
and it is always larger at Croydon than in the alternate 
years at Guildford. This year there were 190 causes entered 
for trial, a number quite as large as in previous years; 
but the character of the list was very peculiar. The caseg 
were for the most part genuine cases intended to he 
tried; but there was an almost entire absence of the 
heavy commercial cases which generally form so largeg 
proportion of the business in Surrey. Breaches of promise, 
railway accidents, running down cases, and other miscel- 
laneous matters formed the staple of the business, The 


‘calendar being extremely light, there being only nine 


prisoners for trial,and vast numbers of the causes having 
been withdrawn, settled, or referred, the business of the 
assizes was finished in little more than a fortnight. 


NorTHERN CIRCUIT. 

The business on the Northern Circuit this summer has 
been very heavy at Manchester and Liverpool, but un- 
usually light at the more northern towns. ‘The cause list 
at Liverpool consisted of 108 causes, 50 of which were set 
down to be tried by special juries. This list was by no 
means what is called a “rotten” one, so that although 
the lightness of the calendar enabled Mr. Justice Hannen 
very soon to assist his brother judge, Mr. Justice Hayes, 
in the civil court the assize was not concluded until the 
27th August. At Manchester the list was also a long 
one; 68 causes were set down for trial, 30 being 
“special jury ” cases, The calendar was heavy and the 
civil judge liad todo most of the work alone. This caused 
a pressure of business, and the number of withdrawals, 
settlements, and references was probably more satisfactory 
to the Bar than to the suitors, The amount of work at 
the other circuit towns was, as we have said, very slight. 
Durham and Newcastle contributed together 14 causes 
and Carlisle 4, while Appleby furnished no cause-list at 
all, and at Lancaster there was only one cause set down 
to be tried, which was disposed of in a couple of hours. 

The causes tried on the circuit have been chiefly of an 
ordinary character. But Liverpool has been distinguished 
by its number of breaches of promise of marriage, and in 
most of these actions the parties availed themselves of 
the recent enactment which enables the plaintiff and 
defendant in suits of this character to give evidence 
themselves. Notwithstanding the assize business, the 
county courts daily increase in business, and the suits 
tried there are many of them of considerable magnitude. 
In Liverpool much use is made of the admiralty juris- 
diction lately given to these courts. There is an 
admiralty sitting every Tuesday, and so many suits are 
set down for hearing that this amount of time is hardly 
sufficient. Already more than 30 suits are set down for 
hearing at the October sittings. 


OXFORD CIRCUIT. 
The list of causes entered at the eight towns on this 
circuit, for the late Summer Assizes, was as follows:— 





Reading, 5; Oxford, 3; Worcester, 7; Stafford, 23; 
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Shrewsbury, 8; Hereford, 8; Monmouth, 5; Gloucester, 
17—making a total of 76. At the last Lent Assize the 
entry numbered 50. Compared with those of previous 

ears these figures show a diminution in the entry. In 
1865 the total entry was 155. An opinion is prevalent 
on the circuit that this decrease in the entry is attribut- 
able, not so much to the county courts as to a growing dis- 
position on the part of the judges to refer causes to 
arbitration, and defer the trial of them by making them 
remanets. The chief expenses of a trial are witnesses 
aud briefs. If the cause is referred, the fees are paid, 
in fact, twice over; once for the trial, and once for the 
arbitration. If the cause is deferred, witnesses, who 
have been living for a week at the best hotel in Stafford, 
are sent off to live for another week at the best hotel in 
Gloucester, or as the case may be. The judges also are 
ever averse to the trying causes of any intricacy on circuit. 
There seems good reason for the very general opinion 
that these considerations have had at least as much 
effect on the cause-list as the increased jurisdiction of the 
county courts. 

WESTERN CIRCUIT. 

Tie Western Circuit commenced on the 10th of July 
and terminated on the 18th of August, occupying five 
weeks and three working days. The business on the whole 
was light, though the number of causes tried was up to 
the average, being 66 in all, 40 common and 26 special 
juries, of wich Winchester supplied 7, Salisbury 4, 
Dorchester 7, Exeter 11, Bodmin 3 (all common juries), 
Wells 9, and Bristol 25. The calendars have, however, 
been very light throughout, the total number of prisoners 
tried having been about 160, of which exactly one-half 
were cases that would have been triable at sessions, 
leaving an average of 11 prisoners charged with offences 
which can only be tried by « judge for each assize town. 
Even of these 80 several were charged with offences not 
one whit more serious than many of those which are 
within the jurisdiction of the Courts of Quarter Sessions. 
The calendars, in the column headed “degree of in- 
struction,” presented the usual appearance. About onein 
twenty of the prisoners was well instructed, a few could 
read well, and the remainder were either imperfectly 
educated or not at all. Taking, for instance, the calen- 
dar for the county of Somerset, to which the governor 
of the Somerset County Prisons always appends a valu- 
able and complete analysis of everything connected with 
the prisoners, we find that of the 30 enumerated 7 could 


neither read nor write, 4 could read, 10 could read and 
in other words, the civil business of one assize at Croydon 
| is, at the present rate, equal to the whole civil business 


write imperfectly, 3 could read and write well, and none 
were marked as of superior education; while of the 6 
who were on bail the degree of education of 2 was 
unkuown, one had no education, and the 3 
others were none of them of superior education. Of 
the 4 who were described as well educated one 
was charged with assault and robbery from the 
person, one with criminal assault on a child, one with 
thett of money, and the other with stealing a post letter. 
Though it is very easy to force an argument founded on 
such statistics far beyond its legitimate conclusion, we 
cannot help thinking that such an analysis as we have 
given offers serious matter for the consideration of all 
interested either directly or indirectly in the education 
of the masses, Owing to the lightness of the calendars, 
no difficulty was experienced in clearing off the business 
at each of the assize towns, although only the usual 
time was allotted to each, and, as far as we are aware, 
there has been no need to call in the assistance of the 
learned leaders of the circuit to try prisoners as has hap- 
pened so often lately on this circuit. The civil business 
presents nothing particularly worthy of remark. At 
every place except Bristol the entry of causes was very 
small, and at Winchester the whole business of the 
assize only occupied four out of the six days allotted to it. 
At Exeter and Bodmin two long causes protracted what 
would otherwise have been disposed of in much less than 
the allotted time, and even at Bristol, at which place the 
entry of 25 causes brought the whole number on the 











circuit up to the average, the work was disposed of in 
six working days. 
MIDLAND CIRCUIT. 

The assizes for the Midland Circuit commenced on 
Thursday, July 8, and finished on Saturday, August 14. 
At Warwick there were 13 causes, 5 being special juries. 
On the crown side there were 42 cases. At Derby there 
were 5 causes, 2 being special juries, and 16 prisoners. 
At Nottingham 3 causes, | being a special jury, and 12 
prisoners. At Lincoln there were 13 causes, 3 being 
special juries, and 21 prisoners. At York there were 11 
causes, 4 being special juries and 20 prisoners. At Leeds 
there were 44 causes, 15 being special juries, and 76 
prisoners, or 60 cases. Although the cause list was con- 
siderably below the average, there were several causes of 
some interest. On the crown side the only case calling 
for notice was that of Reg. v. Wunstall, where, for the 
first time, one member of a firm was indicted by the other 
for embezzlement, under 31 & 32 Vict. c. 116. The jury 
acquitted the prisoner. Except at Warwick the number 
of cases round the whole of the circuit was much below 
the average compared with last summer, the numbers 
being 89 as against 118. On the other hand the class of 
causes was very fair, except at Lincoln, at which latter 
place most of the actions were practically undefended. 
It is probable that the new County Court Act is among 
the causes affecting the amount of business on circuit. 
‘The criminal business, especially at Leeds, was light, 
and the assizes were concluded a week at least before 
the usual time, without the learned judges requiring the 
assistance of commissioners in disposing of the business, 
except for three days at Leeds. 


NORFOLK CIRCUIT. 

The civil business of the Norfolk Circuit, never very 
abundant, seems now to be almost verging on extinction. 
If we recollect aright, there were but 51 causes in all 
at the last Spring Assizes; while the list for the present 
assizes gave a total of only 20 causes, and of these no 
more than 6 were for trial by special juries. These 20 
causes were all that were produced by no less than 9 
counties, and 9 counties, it must be remembered, involve 
the waste of 9 days in the opening of commissions, and 
necessitate the expenditure of much time and money in 
going to and fro. Truly this is not an abundant or an 
attractive bill of fare to lay before the 65 barristers who 
now compose the circuit in question. At Croydon this 
time, as we have stated, there was an entry of 190 causes; 


of the Norforlk Circuit during a period of four and three- 
quarter years. Excluding the counties of Rutland, Leices- 
ter, and Northampton, which were added a few years ago 
from the Midland, the six counties comprised in the old 
Norfolk Circuit only contributed 10 causes between them. 
It is quite clear that there is here a great waste of ju- 
dicial strength, and that, whether the circuit be increased 
or not, the smaller counties ought to be consolidated for 
assize purposes. The reasons for this growing dearth of 
civil business are not, we think, far to seek. No doubt 
the number of causes entered is somewhat reduced by the 
operation of the recent County Court Act, and by the 
extension of the county court jurisdiction to admiralty 
matters; but after all, the cases thus withdrawn are of 
no great importance, and are not very greatly missed. 
The truth seems to be that nowadays attorneys find com- 
mon law actions less remunerative and more troublesome 
than any other part of their business. Costs are taxed 
with parsimony, and the successful litigant finds that he 
by no means recovers from his antagonist the necessary 
expense of defeating him. In mercantileand manufacturing 
districts, where purses are long, these checks on litigation 
may not be much felt. But in agricultural districts it 
is otherwise. The client who has a good cause of action, 
but not avery long purse, will not incur a certain loss 
in enforcing it; and the attorney prefers his family and 
conveyancing business to the trouble and responsibility 
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of conducting a common law action for which he is to 
be paid on the lowest possible scale of remuneration. 
The disproportion between the wealth of the manufac- 
turing and that of the agricultural districts is daily in- 
creasing, and as the cause-list of Lancashire increases 
that of Norfolk will decrease. 


NorTH WALES CIRCUIT. 

The Summer Circuit of this year has been rather un- 
productive. Probably the enlarged jurisdiction of the 
county courts told unfavourably on the cause-lists, The 
majority of the cases litigated in remote and thinly 
peopled agricultural districts are not of a kind to war- 
rant proceeding in the superior court, at the risk of a 
forfeiture of costs ; and scarcely any locality perhaps has 
had its circuit business more seriously diminished by 
the establishment of county courts than the northern 
portion of Wales, A cause at the assizes is too expensive 
a luxury to be generally indulged in, and consequently 
the bulk of the disputes are, not from choice but neces- 
sity, fought out before inferior tribunals. 

The sum total of the last assizes is easily reckoned up. 
Nearly all the circuit towns, indeed, contributed only 
units and cyphers. The first place on the circuit, New- 
town, alone showed anything worth the name of a 
“‘cause-list.” Four causes were there entered, one was 
an undefended action on a builder’s bill, the second in- 
volved the right to the use of a pump. It had been 
tried last year, when the jury failed to agree, and were 
discharged in consequence. A reference on the present 
occasion prevented all risk of a similar unsatisfactory 
result. The remaining actions, which were tried to- 
gether, were brought to determine the right of a lord of 
the manor to some sheep walks, which he contended 
were part of his waste, and the defendants alleged to be 
parcel of the farms to which they were adjacent. The 


verdicts were in favour of the plaintiff. At Dolgelly 
there was one cause only, which was settled before it was 
called on. Carnarvonshire also furnished a solitary cause 
which turned upon the construction of a mortgage deed 


made to a building society. A verdict was entered for 
the defendant, with leave to the plaintiff to move. 
Beaumaris was causeless; by no means an uncommon 
occurrence. At Ruthin there was a will cause out of 
the Probate Court. The issues were as to the testator’s 
competency and his knowledge of the contents of the 
paper he was signing;—the verdict was for the defen- 
dant. Mold yielded no civil work, but the time of the 
Chief Justice of the Common Pleas was fully occupied 
in trying some heavy indictments arising out of the re- 
cent colliery riots in that locality. 
SouTH WALEs CixcuIr. 

Contrary to general anticipation before the circuit 
commenced, it yielded a fair average crop of causes; and 
the legal bight experienced in many quarters happily did 
not extend to the southern portion of the principality. 
With very few exceptions, moreover, they were “ fighting 
cases,” and any numerical deficiency in the cause-lists 
was fully compensated by the substantial character of 
the actions tried. The causes, from the commencement 
of the circuit at Haverfordwest, to its wind up at Pres- 
teign, were all such as could have been properly brought 
only in a superior court, and consequently in no case 
were certificates required to exempt them from the re- 
cently-enlarged county court jurisdiction. 

Haverfordwest, not usually a profitable assize town, 
supplied two special juries—one an action for libel 
brought by Lieutenant Brand, whose name was some 
time back so intimately associated with the Jamaica 
proceedings, against the proprietors of a provincial news- 
paper, which terminated in a verdict for £50; the other, 
an action against a steam packet company, for injuries 
sustained by a passenger, in which the plaintiff also was 
successful, subject to certain legal questions to be deter- 
mined hereafter. 


Cardiganshire contributed one common and two special 
juries. 





Four causes were entered at Carmarthen—more had 
been anticipated—of which three were special jurig, 
Two actions were for work done in the formation of, 
railway, and in sinking a coal-pit; the third, by an ep. 
gineer fora wrongfuldismissal, was unsuccessful ; the lag 
for work done for a local board of health, which was re. 
ferred. Up to this period of the assizes it may be te. 
marked nearly all the causes were tried by special juries, 
and in every instance the judge consented to certify, 
From the prevalence, indeed, of the Welsh language, ang 
the imperfect education found in the western counties, 
what may be elsewhere an expensive luxury hecomes 
there almost a necessary for the satisfactory trial of g 
cause. 

Glamorganshire, the important county of the circuit, 
showed on this occasion a rather {scanty list, the causes 
reaching only ten in number, of which one was an un. 
defended ejectment, another a new trial, a third a colliery 
account, forthwith referred to arbitration, as was ulti- 
mately the fourth. The other causes, however, occupied 
the learned judge during the whole of his stay at Cardiff, 
and indeed obliged him, though very reluctantly, to make 
a remanet of one of them—an action in which the right 
to a large portion of the foreshore of the River Neath is 
contested between the Earl of Jersey and the Neath 
Harbour Commissioners. Six cases were tried. Two 
common juries—one for breach of promise of marriage, | 
and the other an action on a promissory note. It is © 
noticeable that on the day devoted to common juries the © 
county court judge sat in the adjoining court and tried 
two cases under the recently conferred admiralty jurisdic. 
tion of a more important character, as regards the 
damages claimed and recovered, than those tried con- 
temporaneously at Nisi Prius by the learned Baron. Of the 
special juries, one was an action by a commercial traveller 
for an alleged robbery at an hotel, another on a charter. 
party, and a third against a railway company for loss of 
goods. 

The last was the cause of the circuit—already known 
and discussed far beyond its limits— Zyons v. Thomas and 
Others—an action for the alleged abduction of a Jewish 
girl from her parents, which lasted for six days, and 
where the plaintiff at last succeeded in obtaining a 
verdict against some of the numerous defendants. He 
is not yet, however, by any means in smooth water, as 
formidable difficulties lie before him upon motions to 
enter a nonsuit, for a new trial, &c., &c., which will be 
finally decided some months—or more probably years— 
hence. 

Brecon had two causes—one on a builder’s bill, settled 
almost as soon asentered, the other an action for slander 
by a local solicitor, in which he obtained one shilling 
damages, subject to leave to move onthe ground of 
privilege. Presteign afforded one cause, in which a 
young lady who had suffered from a railway accident 
recovered £350, subject to a like application. 

The light caiendar which prevailed throughout the 
circuit gave the learned judge the more opportunity to do 
justice to the cause-lists, 


CHESTER ASSIZES. 

Chester—the neutral ground jointly occupied by the 
Bars of the North and South Wales Circuits, and where 
they at last combine their forces—afforded a fair entry, 
numerically considered ; and the causes were generally of 
a substantial character. A list of 19 cases, how- 
ever, was got through in less than a week. At the last 
place of a summer circuit in the middle of August busi- 
ness is generally disposed of more rapidly than at any 
other time of the year, and this last assize afforded no ex- 
ception to the rule. The character of the cause-list, 
moreover, favoured the effort. A heavy case, involving 
a lengthy investigation as to the right to a portion of 
the foreshore at Birkenhead, was referred to a legal arbi- 
trator to settle a special case—probably to the advantage 
of both parties ; an action involving the validity of 4 
patent was similarly dealt with ; a claim for penalties 
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for polluting water arranged ; whilst one or two cases 
involving family disputes were most judiciously with- 
drawn by references from publicity. Cross actions, tried 
together, terminated in each case in a “‘stet processus” ; 
and an action for work and labour was ultimately dealt 
with in like manner. The cause-list contained three 
actions against railway companies, scarcely in the pre- 
sent day an average per centage of business of that de- 
scription ; a small action for breach of promise of mar- 
riage ; and one on @ promissory note, in which the de- 
fendant barely escaped a committal for perjury by the 
Chief Justice. The residue were of an ordinary character. 
The heavy cases not requiring to be tried out the smaller 
ones were easily disposed of without a stay at Chester of 
beyond the average duration. 


THE ENGLISH LAW OF JOINT TENANCY. 
No. III. 

The following cases, where terms of severance have 
not been clear enough to break the jointure, or have been 
neutralised by other terms showing the general intent 
in favour of joint tenancy, will, it is believed, indicate 
pretty clearly the present state of the law:— 

In a deed “ equally to divide the rents and profits be- 
tween them and the whole to the survivor ’—held a 
joint tenancy (Clerk v. Clerk, 2 Vern. 323). In a settle- 
ment “to permit all and every the children to take the 
rents, &c., to them and their heirs for ever ”’—a joint 
tenancy (Stratton v. Best, 3 Bro. C. C. 333). In a will, 
a bequest, after decease of testator’s wife, of a fund to 
the widow and children of a deceased brother, the widow, 
if surviving, to have an equal share with the children. 
The widow pre-deceased testator’s wife, and the children 
took as joint tenants (ZHesketh v. Magennis, 27 Beav. 
395). Three brothers, being tenants in common under 
their father’s will, and before the directions of the latter 
were carried out one died, having devised all his real and 
personal estate to his two brothers “ for their uses under 
the directions of the will of my late father ’—held, the 
two brothers took as joint tenants; the latter words, if 
taken into account at all, referred only to the directions 
of the will of the father so far as they were necessary to 
be carried into effect (Oliver v. White, 10 W. R. 276). 
A devise to three trustees to sell and stand possessed of 
proceeds (subject to certain annuities) as testatrix should 
by codicil appoint. She made no codicil, and died with- 
out heir, and the trustees took the proceeds of the realty 
beneficially as joint tenants (Zaylor v. Haggarth, 6 L. T. 
N.S. 95). 

A joint tenancy is not converted into a tenancy in 
common by a gift over of the estate of one on a con- 
tingency ; estate here means interest, and not share 
(Edwards v. Jones, 33 Beav. 348). Words of jointure in 
a will will not, by juxtaposition with others creating a 
tenancy in common, lose their legal effect, even if they 
be connected with the words “ and” or “ also” (Campbell 
v. Campbell, 4 Bro. C. 0.15; Cookson v. Bingham, 2 W. 
R. 45, 3 De G. M. & G. 668; and see Munn v. Hancock, 
16 W. R. 818). And if, by substitution, the shares of 

tenants in common pass to their “ children ” or “ issue,” 
the latter may take as joint tenants (McGregor v. 
McGregor, 1 De G. F. & J. 63); and accruing shares 
may be joint though the original are in common (Leigh 
V. Morley, 14 Beav. 605). So the distributive force of the 
word “ respectively” may be restricted to the families 
only, the members of each family still taking jointly 
(Re Hodgson’s Trusts, 1 K. & J.178). 

It seems to be now settled that a devise in the same 
will of a certain subject-matter to A., and then of the 
same subject-matter to B., makes a joint tenancy in 
both (1 Jarm. on Wills. 446). This answers to the re 
conjuncti of the Roman law. 

A power to appoint to certain objects ‘in such pro- 
portions for such estates and in such manner ” as donee 
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intention so to appoint must be clearly shown, as the 


leaning would be to tenancy in common (Alloway v. 
Alloway, 4 Dru. & Warr. 490). 

But intrinsic modification is produced by such words 
of severance, as (inter alia) “ equally,” ‘equally to be 
divided,” ‘‘to be distributed in joint and equal propor- 
tions,” “share and share alike,” “ respectively,” “ be- 
tween” or “amongst” them, or to “each” of several 
persons, when not neutralised by the context, and 
tenancy in common is created (2 Jarm. on Wills, 238). So 
a limitation to three for life and to their several heirs as 
they shall severally die, is a tenancy in commoa (Shep- 
pard v. Gibbons, 2 Atk, 442). So a bequest tv four 
persons and each of their respective heirs, executors, 
administrators, and assigns (Gurdon v Atkinson, 1 De G. 
& S, 478). 

In some modern cases where in gifts of life interests 
the terms used import severance, the addition of subse- 
quent words indicating the testator’s intention that the 
property should not go over till after the death of the 
survivor has created a joint tenancy (Armstrong v. 
Eldridge, 3 Bro. C. C. 214; Pearce v. Edmeades, 3 Y. & C. 
Exch. 246). Sometimes in the gift of annuities the 
particular language has been held to give transmissible 
interests to each till the death of the survivor (Jones v. 
Randall, 1 Jac. & W. 100); and in one case to carry the 
annuity of the one dying first to the survivor (Hatton v. 
Finch, 4 Beav. 186). Latterly the construction of a 
tenancy in common with benefit of survivorship has 
found favour where there are words of severance in the 
gift and a gift over on the death of the survivor (Doe v. 
Aby, 1M. & 8. 428; Cranswick v. Pearson, 11 W.R. 229, 
31 Beay. 624). This last estate differs from joint 
tenancy, because a severance would not destroy survivor- 
ship, and one joint owner cannot create an interest which 
would be paramount to the title by survivorship; and 
from a tenancy in common, because they who predecease 
the survivor can transmit no interest to their represen- 
tatives, though their aliquot shares subsist for the benefit 
of the survivors as against those in remainder or rever- 
sion (see Haddesley v. Adams, 22 Beay. 275). 

Intrinsic modifications from capacity of the donees are, 
at this day, of limited interest; as to corporate persons, 
the rule which prevents their taking jointly only extends 
to real estate; as to chattels, real and personal, their 
capacity is the same as natural persons (Co. Litt. 190a). 
The peculiar capacity of husband and wife will be Cealt 
with separately. 

Intrinsic modification from nature of the estate princi- 
pally relates to estates tail. As to which the rule is, if 
land be given to two men, or two women, or to a man 
and woman who cannot lawfully intermarry, and the 
heirs of their two bodies, they are joint tenants for their 
lives, but are tenants in common in tail of the inheritance, 
and after the death of one the companion enjoys the 
land for life by survivor, and then the inheritance divides 
one moiety to one and his issue and the other to the 
other and his issue, and if either estate tail be spent the 
reversion (subject to the joint life estate) goes at once to 
the donor or his heirs without any cross remainders 
(Litt. sec. 283, Co. Litt. 184a). But if the gift be to a 
man and woman who may lawfully intermarry, or might, 
if not hindered by existing matrimony with others, it 
would be a tenancy in special tail in the man and 
woman (Co. Litt. 25b). The inheritance may also be 
limited to the heirs of the body of one of the donees, in 
which case also the jointure for life continues, and as the 
inheritance is sole it does not fall under our present 
rule. 

The severance of the inheritance may be worked as 
well by an implied as an express estate tail. As ina 
devise to two nieces their heirs and assigns for ever, but 
in case they should both die without issue then over. 
The nieces were held to be joint tenants for life with 
several inheritances in tail (4vrrest v. Whiteway, 3 Exch. 





may think proper, will enable an appointment in joint 
tenancy (Dubois v. Dubois, 2 Bro. C. C. 240n.); but the | 


867). This case, probably from some oversight or omis- 
sion, appears in a recent treatise as an authority for the 
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untenable proposition that “if there be a devise to two 
men or two women their heirs and assigns the devisees 
take several remainders in fee’? (Hawkins on Const. of 
Wills, 112). A gift to children, as a class, and the heirs 
of their respective bodies makes them joint tenants 
for life, with several inheritances in tail (Re Tiverton 
Market Act, 20 Beav. 374). If it had been to them 
and the heirs of their bodies respectively the children 
would have been at once tenants in common in tail in 
possession (id.) 

The jointure of the freehold in these cases prevents 
any title of dower or curtesy in respect of the several 
inheritance of a man or woman, not only as against the 
interests of the surviving joint-tenant (which might be 
expected), but also salvis those interests, and against the 
inheritance (Co. Litt. 182a ; Perkins, sec 334). 

The incongruous nature of the estates limited, as to 
one for years, another for life, and a third in fee, is an- 
other intrinsic modification from which severalty would 
result (Co. Litt. 188a). 

As intrinsic modifications affecting the result in equity 
may be instanced a mortgage indicated by the deed it- 
self, in which case the rule is clear that whatever the 
proportion of the advance of the mortgage money it is 
always in equity a tenancy in common (Harrison v. 
Barton, 9 W. R. 177, Johns. & H. 292). And if in a 
purchase it appear on the face of the deed that the con- 
sideration money was advanced in unequal proportions 
equity holds it a tenancy in common (Lake v. Gibson, 
1 Eq. Cas. Ab. 290, pl. 3). Partnership (appearing on 
the face of the deed) of the purchasers may also probably 
be considered an intrinsic modification in equity. 


Extrinsic modifications are available in equity only. | 
Of this kind is the inequality of the advance of pur- | 


chase-money, which, it seems, may be proved aliunde, 
and though it affect real estate, may be evidenced by 


acts i% pais (per Wood, V.C., in Harrison v. Barton, ubi : 


sup). And from the last case it would seem that acts in 
pais may always be used as evidence to qualify a legal 
join: tenancy; from which it follows that a deed in form 
a purchase may be proved to be in fact a mortgage. 

The origin of the money from which investments are 
made may be referred to as evidence in equity of the in- 
teption to create a tenancy in common, though the form 
be joint (2tobinson v. Preston, 4 K. & J. 505). 

A joint purchase for the purpose of a joint under- 
taking, or partnership either in trade or any other deal- 
ing, will always be deemed a tenancy in common in 
equity, even though the agreement as to the joint under- 
taking be made after the purchase (Lake v. Gibson, ubi 
sup). As to when real estate purchased for the purposes 
of partnership will be deemed personal estate as between 
tne heir-at-law and personal representatives of a deceased 
partner, see the notes to Lake v. Cradock, 1 White & 
Tudor’s Lead. Cas, 145. 


(Zo be continued.) 





LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 


Cap. XVIII.— Ao Act to amend the Lands Clauses Consoli- 
dation Act. 

Under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, as our 
readers are aware, the amount of compensation payable 
by a company in respect of lands taken may be assessed 
either by arbitration or by a jury. If the trial be before 
a jury, and it become necessary to tax the costs, the taxa- 
tion is, by section 5 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, to be made by a master of the Court of Queen’s 
Bench. But if the compensation were settled by arbitra- 
tion, it was till last year for the arbitrators only to 
award the amount payable for costs. By section 33 of 
the Regulation of Railways Act, 1868, the taxation of 
costs in case of arbitration was given to a master of the 
Queen’s Bench. 

By the present Act, where in England any question of 
disputed compensation is determined by arbitration the 
costs of and incidental to the arbitration and award may, 


at the option of either party, be taxed by any one of 
the taxing masters of the superior courts of law. 

It will be observed that a difference is thus re. 
established between arbitration and a jury inquisition, 
In the former case the costs may be taxed by a master of 
any superior court, in the latter only by a master of the 
Queen’s Bench. 


Cap. XXI.—An Act to amend the law relating to the 
payment of the expenses of commissioners of inquiry 
into corrupt practices at elections of members to serve 
in Parliament. 

The object of this Act is to make more efficient proyi- 
sion for levying the costs of election commissions upon 
the guilty districts. The scheme of the Act is that the 

i costs of a commission shall be advanced by the Treasury, 

| and that the Treasury shall then be re-imbursed by the 

local authorities. The first part, the advance by the 
| Treasury, is provided for in one general section, sec. 

tion 2, for the whole of the United Kingdom. The 
second step, the re-payment of the advance, is dealt 
with separately for England, Scotland, and Ireland. In 
each case the various classes of electoral districts, coun- 
ties, and boroughs, are provided for ; the local authority 
in each is defined ; the mode in which the Treasury shall 
make its requisition, and that in which the local autho. 
rity shall levy the sum demanded and pay it over to the 

Treasury is fully pointed out. But at this point therecome 

a difference. How if the local authorities prefer to keep 

the sum they have levied in their own pockets instead of 

' paying it over to the Treasury ? or, what is more likely, 

| how if they omit to levy it at all, but leave it to 

fructify in the pockets of the people? The possibility 

i of such a thing occurring in England was present to 

' the minds of the framers of the Act. And according 

it is expressly provided that in case of default by 

the local authorities the Treasury may itself apportion 
the amount to fall upon each parish or township within 
the county, city, or borough in question, and the Court of 
| Quarter Sessions having jurisdiction over each must then 

levy the amount so assessed, together with an additional 

ten per cent. by way of penalty. In Ireland, however, n0 
| provision is made for the case of any default on the part of 
the local authority; nor isany made for Scotland. Still 
less is any penalty in the way of an increased levy autho- 
rised. It is pleasant to think that, whatever may be the 
case in England, the solvency and honesty of all Irish and 

Scotch counties and boroughs, and of those who represent 

and govern them, is considered by the Legislature to be 

above all doubt or question. 


Cap. XXIIIL—<An Act tu extend the power of recorders 
to appoint deputies in certain cases. 

The effect of this short Act is to remove a slight but 
inconvenient anomaly in the position of recorders of 
boroughs. By the Municipal Corporations Act a recordet 
has power under certain restrictions to appoint a deputy 
in case of sickness or unavoidable absence. But many 
recorders are also ew officio judges of local courts of record 
for the trial of civil actions. And in this capacity they 
have hitherto had no power to appoint deputies, This 
Act supplies the omission, and places them on the same 
footing in one branch of their jurisdiction as in the 
other, 














RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OVER FOREIGN CON- 
TRACTS, 


Smith v. Weguelin, M.R., 17 W. R. 904. 

This case is at all events of some interest to investors 
in foreign securities, especially that class of securities 
where the payment of principal and interest, or of in- 
terest only, is secured by the hypothecation of a special 
fund. In the case we speak of the net proceeds of all 
guano to be imported into the United Kingdom, the 
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Colonies, and Belgium, by the Consignment Company, 
who were constituted agents of the Peruvian Govern- 
ment for that purpose, were hypothecated for the pay- 
ment of the loan, Into the merits of the plaintiff’s case 
we need not enter. The equity of his bill rested on the 
fact that the proceeds of the guano were within the 
jurisdiction, and the agents of the Consignment Com- 
pany, who were a Peruvian company, were within the 
jurisdiction. This fact, the plaintiff contended, gave the 
Court jurisdiction to execute the contract between the 
Peruvian Government, who were not before the Court, 
and the bondholders, on whose behalf the plaintiff sued, 
as well as the contract between the Consignment Com- 
pany and the Peruvian Government. The Master of the 
Rolls was emphatically of opinion that the Court did not 
possess this jurisdiction. 

When a state raises a loan abroad the contract is to 
be construed according to the laws of the state by which 
the loan is raised. This principle alone precluded the 
Court from interfering between the plaintiff and the 
Peruvian Government. But even if this were not the 
case, and the contract between a foreign state and its 
bondholders could be interpreted by English law because 
one of its bondholders happened to be an Englishman, 





and there was a fund in England applicable to the pur- | 
| Magistrates of Dundee v. Morris, 3 Macq. 134, a case 


poses of the loan, it would be a casus belli between the 


two nations if the Court could seize such a fund in | 


attempting to enforce the contract by interfering with 
the property in this kingdom of the foreign government. 

The contract, moreover, between the Peruvian Govern- 
ment and the Consignment Company was essentially a 
Peruvian contract, to be read according to Peruvian, and 
not English, law. This being so, the Master of the 


building or purchasing a chapel, and if any surplus 
should remain, the same was to go towards the support 
of a minister, not exceeding £20 a-year; and there was 
a gift over of any further surplus. The bequest for 
building or purchasing a chapel was void under the 
Mortmain Act; and the bequest of the residue was held 
to be void also, because it was impossible to ascertain 
how much would remain after taking out what was re- 
quired for the chapel. In Attorney-General v. Hineman, 
2 Jac. & W., Sir Thomas Plumer came to a similar con- 
clusion and for similar reasons. 

In Chapman v. Brown Sir William Grant was careful 
to point out that if the testator had localised the gift, 
if he had given the Court any ground whatever to go on, 
an inquiry might have been directed, and the gift of 
the surplus thus established. In Mitford v. Reynolds 
the testator gave a fund out of which a site, which he 
named, was to be purchased for the construction of a 
family vault. Here there was something definite ; and 
Lord Lyndhurst, C., accordingly directed an inquiry as 
to what would be required for the purchase of the site 
and construction of a suitable vault, and the 
amount of the surplus was thus rendered ascertainable, 
though the primary gift, it is presumed, was void under 
the Mortmain Act. This case was much considered in 


referred to, in Wisk v. Attorney-General, by the present 


| Lord Chancellor when Vice-Chancellor, 


We doubt whether a contrary decision to that of the 


| Master of the Rollsin Kirkman-v. Lewis might not be con- 


Rolls declined to assume that the doctrine of trustee and | 


cestuis que trust was known to the Peruvian law, and to 
hold that the Consignment Company, by their agents in 
London, were trustees for the bondholders of the pro- 
ceeds of the guano. The position of the company’s 
agents under the contract was only definable by the law 
of Peru. It is true that the subject-matter of a trust 
being in England gives the Court jurisdiction to deal 
with it; but then the question was whether this was a 
trust at all under Peruvian law. In the view which 
the Master of the Rolls took of the case in a most 
elaborate judgment, as the contract with the bondholders 
was to be read according to the law of Peru, and as the 
fund being in England gave the Court no jurisdiction 
to deal with it in the absence of evidence that the 
doctrine of trustee and cestui que trust was applicable, 
the plaintiff had no locus standi before the Court, to en- 
force the performance of what he considered was a trust 
in favour of himself and his fellow bondholders. 





BEQUESTS OF RESIDUE AFTER A VOID GIFT. 
Kirkman v. Lewis, M.R., 17 W. R. 907. 


_Where a testator has disposed of the surplus after a 
gift for a purpose which fails, the Court, out of its lean- 


ing in favour of charity, will, if possible, ascertain the | 


amount which would be required for the void purpose, 
and thus prevent the gift of the surplus from being void 
for uncertainty. An inquiry will be directed, if neces- 
sary, as to what sum would be required for the perform- 
ance of the purpose which fails, and the residue will be 
thus ascertained and applied in accordance with the 
terms of the gift. There is another class of cases, of 
which Fisk v. Attorney-General, 15 W. R. 1200, L. R. 
4 Eq. 525, is an instance, where there is a gift of a 
whole fund to a valid object charged with a purpose 
which fails. In such a case the gift of the whole fund 
stands, and the donee takes it, discharged of any trust in 
respect of the charge which fails. 

In the former class of cases the gift of the surplus 
will be upheld if possible, and only fails where the 
donor has supplied no data whatever for ascertaining 
the amount required for the prior object. In Chapman 
v. Brown, 6 Ves. 404, the bequest was for the purpose of 








sidered more in accordance with the spirit of the authori- 
ties. The primary gift was for a well in a particular place. 
Had no place been named the case would have resembled 
Chapman v. Brown. As it was a place was indicated, as 
in Mitford v. Reynolds, for the well to be dug, and 
the gift was thus localised. Doubtless it was impos- 
sible to ascertain beforehand the exact sum to be applied 
in carrying into effect the direction of the testator. 
But any well digger would have made a bargain fora 
given sum to sink a well in the particular spot named 
by the donor, and we think that an inquiry, on the 
authority of Mitford v. Reynolds and Sir W. Grant’s 
dictum in Chapman v. Brown, might have been directed 
to ascertain what would be the cost of digging such a 
well—i.e., what somebody would contract to dig it for, 
and thus effect might have been given to the gift of 
the surplus which, but for the failure of the primary 
gift, would have been, as we think, capable of being 
carried into effect. 





MEASURE OF DAMAGES IN CASES OF LITERARY PIRACY. 
Pike v. Nicholas, V.C.J., 17 W. R. 846. 

The Vice-Chancellor in this case expressed an opinion 
that in cases of literary piracy, where the usual decree 
for an account and payment of damages is made, the 
defendant ought to account for every copy of the book 
sold as if it had been a copy of the plaintiff’s, and pay 
the plaintiff the profit which he would have received for 
so many additional copies. 

An affidavit from the plaintiff’s publisher as to the profit 
per copy sold, and an affidavit from the defendant’s pub- 
lisher as to the number of copies sold, would (his Honour 
added) render a reference to chambers unnecessary. The 
decree would in that case be simply for payment of the 
sum ascertained by the affidavits, together with the costs 
of the suit. So simple and common sense a principle 
deserves to be followed, as it doubtless will be. 


CRIMINAL LAW. 
PERJURY—MATERIALITY OF EVIDENCE. 
Reg. v. Alsop, C. C. R., 17 W. R. 621. 

The prisoner in this case was found guilty of perjury 
in giving evidence in a criminal trial. An objection was 
taken in his favour that the evidence in which he had 
sworn falsely was not material as it was only corrobora- 
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tive evidence, there being sufficient evidence of other 
witnesses to prove the matter in issue. The Court, how- 
ever, held that the mere fact that the prisoner’s evi- 
dence had been only corroborative did not render it im- 
material, and they affirmed the conviction. 


EVIDENCE—DYING DECLARATIONS. 
Reg v. Jenkins, ©.C.R., 17 W. R. 621. 

The admissibility in evidence of what are termed 
“ dying declarations’ is a well-known exception to the 
ordinary rules of proof. Dying declarations are state- 
ments made by persons on the point of death, and are 
only admissible on trials for homicide “ when the death 
of the deceased is the subject of the charge, and the cir- 
cumstances of the death are the subject of the dying de- 
elaration.” They are not admissible at all in any civil 
cause or in any criminal trial except homicide. 

These dying declarations differ much from ordinary 
evidence. They need not be given under the sanction 
of an oath, and there is no power of cross-examination. 
The evidence is admitted on the ground that if it were 
excluded guilty persons might often escape punishment, 
as homicide is generally committed when there are no 
witnesses present. 

The admissibility of this kind of evidence is limited 
very narrowly. It is, as we have said, only admitted in 
cases of homicide, and then only when it relates to the 
cause of the death, and is offered against the person ac- 
cused of the homicide. 

It must be shown also that the declaration “ was made 
under fearof impending death” ( Woodcock's case, 1 Leach, 
C. C. 502); that it was made in the expectation of “ an 


almost immediate dissolution’? (Zea v. Crockell,4 C.& P. | 


545); and when there was “a settled hopeless expecta- 
tion of death in the declarant ” (Zteg. v. Peel, 3 F. & F. 
22). 

These principles have been followed in Reg. v. Jenkins 
under rather peculiar circumstances. 

It was a trial for murder, and almost the only evidence 
against the prisoner was the statement of the deceased. 
She had been found in the River Avon, and died about 
thirty-six hours after she was taken out of the water. 
Her statement, which charged the prisoner directly with 
having pushed her purposely into the water, was taken 
down in writing by a magistrate’s clerk. When the 
narrative was finished he asked her if she “had any 
present hope of recovery.” She said “none.” He then 
wrote down after the narration of the fact—“ From the 
shortness of iy breath I feel I am likely to die, and I 
have made the above statement with the fear of death 
before me and with no hope of my recovery.” When 
this was read over to the deceased she corrected the 
clerk and said with no hope “at present” of my re- 
covery. These two words were then added, and she 
signed the statement. She died about thirteen hours 
afterwards. 

The Court of Crown Cases Reserved held that the 
statement was not admissible, as the insertion of the 
words “at present” qualified the otherwise absolute 
meaning of the statement, what was consequently not 
made in the “ settled hopeless expectation of death.’’ 

This decision shows clearly that the judges are not in- 
clined to extend the admissibility of this kind o7 evi- 
dence, but will restrict it within the narrowest limits. 
The correction of the clerk by the deceased did not ne- 
cessarily mean that she wished to qualify the written 
statement. She may have only meant to say that the 
clerk had not written the precise words which he had 
formerly spoken—i.e., that he had omitted the word 
“present” which he used when he asked her if she had 
any hope of recovery. Moreover, the difference be- 
tween “no hope” and “no present hope” is not very 
clear. In fact there is not in strictness much, if any, 
difference between them. Notwithstanding these argu- 
ments which were submitted to the Court the evidence 
was excluded and the prisoner was discharged. 
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' not be allowed to pass unnoticed. 
| tion was to the effect that there existed between France and 


| summons Mr. Grant failed to attend. 
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APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Hernert Cowe tt, barrister-at-law, has been elected 

by the Senate of the University of Calcutta, to be the first 

Tagore Law Professor in that institution. The appoint. 

ment is tenable for three years. Mr. Cowell was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in November, 1861. 


Mr W. T. Law, advocate, of Rangoon, has been appointed 
Government Advocate at Manlipain, in British Burmah, 


Mr. Witiram Marne Scuartien, barrister-at-law, of 
Madras, has been appointed to act as Administrator-Genera] 
of Madras, during the absence of Mr. J. Miller, and on hig 
responsibility. Mr. Scharlieb was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple, in November, 1866. 

Mr. Jounx Morris Maske 1, barrister-at-law, and acting 
clerk of the Madras Court of Small Causes, has been appointed 
to officiate as Fourth Judge of that court, in addition to his 
duties as acting clerk. 

Mr. Joun Witiram Ret, barrister-at-law, and of the 
Madras Civil Service, has been appointed to act as civil and 
session judge of Tellicherry, on the Malabar Coast, while 
Mr. Masicr is otherwise employed. 

Mr. Freprnick Price, solicitor, of Manchester, has been 
elected Coroner for the Salford division of the county of 
Lancaster, in succession to Mr. W. 8. Rutter, deceased, 
Mr. Price was certificated as an attorney in Trinity Term, 
1s44, and has for many years been deputy coroner, and also 


' assistant-clerk to the stipendiary and borough magistrates 


of Manchester. 

Mr. Eruerrer, clerk to Mr. E. W. Faithfull, solicitor, of 
Winchester, has been appointed Registrar of births, deaths, 
and marriages for that city, in the room of Dr. Mayo re. 
signed. 

Mr. Henry Coccan Toms, of Wootton Bassett, Wilts, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer oaths in 
the High Court of Chancery in England. 

Mr. Witi1Am Tuomas Reeve, of Selby-road, Penge, Surrey 
and also of Lilypot lane, Noble-street, City, has been ap. 
apointed a London Commissioner to administer oaths in the 
High Court of Chancery. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 

Sir,—In a case recently reported in the Dutly Telegraph, 
that of The Marseilles Land Company, ex parte Lhe Offeial 
Liquidators, a statement was made by one of the counsel, 
obviously grounded upon erroneous instructions, which, 


| being likely to propagate a notion which might cause un- 


pleasant mistakes and expensive disappointments, should 
The statement in ques: 


England a convention, mainly intended for the purpose of 
facilitating the winding-up of companies: ‘‘the French 
Courts would ‘back’ the orders of the Court of Chancery 
under the stipulations of the treaty, if in contempt of the 
order of the Court or of the process of the Court, upon the 
There would be 20 
difficulty in compelling his attendance either by ar order of 
the Court of Chancery backed by the French Courts, or in 
some other mode of process in the French courts.” Now 
all that is a mistake. There is no such convention in 
existence; nor has there ever been given, expressly or by 
interpretation, any means of securing the end contemplated. 
There is no convention empowering or requiring the French 
Courts to ‘‘back” the orders of the Court of Chancery. 
There is no convention made for the purpose of facilitating 
the winding-up of companies. The only convention exist 
ing between England and France which bears any reference 
to companies at all is one of 1862, which has no other 
intent and effect than that of allowing foreign companies 
to sue in both countries in their corporate names or firms, 
or through the officers who are empowered to do so in the 
respective countries in which those companies are estab- 
lished. This gives foreign companies, in the eyes of the 
French law, the same individuality and status which they 
would have under their own, and allows them to act cor- 
porately when otherwise they could only do so by the indi- 
vidual co-operation of each single member. But beyond 
that the advantage does not go. The convention creates 
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no special remedy or mode of procedure in their favour. 
They must be content to be put on the same footing with 
French companies, and to be allowed to take advantage, as 
if they were French companies, of the remedial institutions 
of France; but not a single word in the convention autho- 
rises them to put forth such an extraordinary claim as to 
import inte France the forms of procedure and modes of 
execution in use in their own countries; a claim which, if 
carried out to its legitimate consequence, would be the 
source of the greatest confasion and Jezal absurdities, and 
which would be as contrary to the practice of nations and 
French notions of public order as it is deficient in foundation 
in the convention itself. Orders and decrees of the Court 
of Chancery in the winding-up of companies are in the 
same predicament in France as to their execution as any 
other foreign judgment or order of a judge. 

No execution can be given in France to the order or 
judgment of any foreign judge or court without a 
French Court of competent authority having granted 
what is called an ‘“‘erequatur” upon it—that is, having 
authorised the execution thereof, and having invested it with 
the formula of ‘‘execution pareé,” a mandate which termi- 
nates and characterises all executory acts and judgments in 
France, and directs all the authorities to give force to them. 
Asa rule the French Courts grant execution to the judg- 
ments of foreign courts, subject, however, to certain dis- 
tinctions and exceptions. The procedure is in the form of 
an action. It isa suit before the French judges to obtain 
execution of the foreign judgment. ‘The competent Court is 
in general the tribunal of first instance within the territory 
of which the party against whom the foreign judgment is 
sought to be executed is domiciled cr (if he have no domi- 
cile in France) resident. But the extent to which the 
French Court will interfere, and the amount of discretion 
which is reserved to it in the case where the parties are 
aliens, and where they are French subjects, or where the 
party against whom the judgment has been given is a French 
subject, is a very vexed question. Strange to say neither 
the Code Napoleon nor the Code of Civil Precedure, so 
minute in their regulation of other matters, has thought 
of decidingit. Both have alluded to foreign judgments, 
but only to enact directly or indirectly that they should 
not be executed in France (save diplomatic exceptions) 
without the authority of the French Courts ; but neither 
Code has stated the form, manner, and degree in which 
those Courts should interfere. It has been necessary to draw 
for a guide upon the old Jaw of France, and this is one of the 
numerous evidences of the error in which are those who 
imagine that the codes have rendered all the previous law 
obsoiete. The law appealed to is the royal ordinance of 
1629, in the latter part of the art. 12i of which it is 
enacted that the French subject against whom a judgment 
has been given in a foreign country may go into the case 
and defend it de novo as if it had never been adjudicated 
upon, before the French Court which is called upon to 
grant execution to that judgment. ‘That article is held to 
be still in force, and so far as the French party who has 
lost his case before the French Court it is clear enough. 
But what is the case of an alien who finds himself in the same 
predicament, either against a foreigner or a French successful 
adversary ? Authorities of considerable weight have decided 
that inasmuch as it was neither fair nor reasonable, where 
the losing party had consented to plead and perhaps had 
brought the action before the foreign Court, to compel the 
victor to open the whole casé over again, the rule laid 
down by the article 121 of the ordinance of 1629 should 
not be stretched beyond the limits within which it had ex- 
pressly confined itself, and not be construed so as to be 
applied to any but the French party named therein. The 
weight of authority, however, seems to be in the other 
direction, and to hold, in the words of Toullier, ‘that the 
law considers only the extraneité, if one may so speak, of 
the authority from which the judgment emanates ; it dis- 
tinguishes neither the objects nor the persons. Thus all 
persons, whether alien or French, to whom a judgment 
given In a foreign country is opposed, may discuss their 
rights as if they were entire before the French Courts.” 
The illiberality of such a system has been much animad- 
verted against by foreign jurists, and has given rise to sig- 
nificant reprisals from many foreign Courts. The illiber- 
ality, however, so far as aliens are concerned, is more in 
the theory than in the practice. In reality, where no 
French interests are in question, the Courts before whom 
an action is brought by one foreigner to obtain the execu- 





tion of a foreign judgment limiis the investigations 
they allow to the determining how far the general 
rule as to jurisdiction have been observed, and whether the 
ruless of public order and morality, as they are under- 
stood in France, are not violated therein. Such an investi- 
gation, however, would be more than sufficient to prevent 
the execution of any order or decree tending to the arrest 
of a party for contempt of court. No such process is known 
to the French law. And ‘individual liberty.” as it is 
called, is considered so sacred (who would have thought 
it, seeing the proceedings of the juges d’instruction and the 
police) that it is an offence of a heinous character to assail 
it outside the cases were the law expressly allows of so 
severe a measure. Arrest for civil debts is now in all 
cases abolished in France, and no judge would attempt to 
re-established it to suit the purposes and conform to the 
process of a foreign Court. s. 
Paris, August 28. 





Tur Act For THE ABOLITION OF ImpRISONMENT FOR DEBT. 

Sir,—Several questions of great importance to the legal 
practitioner will, I think, arise with respect to the inter- 
pretation of the provisions of the above-mentioned Act. I 
propose to notice two which appear to present considerable 
difficulty. 

Ist. Does the Act in effect repeal the Abscond- 
ing Debtors’ Arrest Act, 1851? That Act, section 1, em- 
powers any district commissioner in bankruptcy or county 
court judge, except county court judges for Middlesex 
and Surrey, upon application of any creditor or affi- 
davit proving that £20 or upwards is owing and 
payable to him, and that -there is reasonable cause 
for believing that such debtor, unless forthwith 
apprehended, is about to quit England with intent to avoid 
or delay the said creditor, &c., to grant a warrant for arrest. 
The 4th section of the Act just passed provides that, with 
certain exceptions not material to this question, *‘ No person 
shall, after the commencement of this Act, be arrested or 
imprisoned for making default in payment of a sum of 
money.” Would an arrest under the Absconding Debtors’ 
Arrest Act be for making default in payment of a sum of 
money. There is a default directly money is due and 
remains unpaid, and therefore there must be a de- 
fault before an arrest could be made under the 
Absconding Debtors’ Act, but is the arrest not 
proximately for the purpose of preventimg the debtor from 
departing from the United Kingdom, and only remotely 
for default in payment? This is a vory important question 
for two reasons—first, because in the country, especially 
in large seaport towns, arrests are at present very frequently 
made under the Absconding Debtors’ Act, and unless so 
made could not be made at all, owing to the delay occasioned 
by having to commence an action and obtain a jadge’s order 
in London as required by the present law in eases not under 
that Act, and by the 67th section of the new Act; and second, 
because the minimum sum for which a debtor can be arrested 
under the new Act is £50 instead of £20. If this Act does 
not repeal the Absconding Debtors’ Act, 1851, there is this 
absurdity,—that in all counties, except Surrey and Middlesex, 
an arrest may be made of an absconding debtor who owes 
£20, provided an action is not commenced against him, while 
in those counties he cannot be arrested unless he owes £50 
or upwards, and unless an action be commenced against 
him in the supreme courts. 

2nd. What is the effect of section 6 of the new Act with 
reference to actions brought in the county courts 
under the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 
1869. Section 2 of that Act gives to county courts juris- 
diction over causes “as to any claim arising out 
of any agreement made in relation to the use or 
hire of any ship, or in relation to the carriage of 
goods in any ship, and also as to any claim in tort in respect 
to goods carried in any ship, provided the amount claimed 
does not exceed £300.’ Section 1 provides that the Act 
shall be read and interpreted as one Act with the County 
Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868. By the 9th sec- 
tion of the latter Act any person taking proceedings in the 
Iligh Court of Admiralty or in any supreme court which he 
might without agreement have taken in a county court, 
except by order of a judge of the High Court of Admiralty 
or such superior courts, and not recovering a sum exceeding 
the amount of which the jurisdiction of the county court is 
limited, shall not be entitled to costs, and shall be liable to be 
condemned in costs unless the judge certifies that the cause 
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was proper to be tried before him. Section 6 of the Abo- 
lition of Imprisonment for Debt Act provides that no per- 
son shall be arrested upon mesne process in any action, but 
proceeds to enact “that where the plaintiff in any action in 
any of her Majesty’s superior courts of law at Westminster, 
in which, if brought before the commencement of this Act, 
the defendant would have been liable to arrest, proves at 
any time before final judgment by evidence on oath to the 
satisfaction of a judge of one of those courts that the plaintiff 
has good cause of action against the defendant to the 
amount cf £50 or upwards, and that there is probable cause 
for believing that the defendant is about to quit England 
unless he be apprehended, and that as the absence of the 
defendant from England will materially prejudice the plain- 
tiff in the prosecution of his action, such judge may ina pre- 
scribed manner order such defendant to be arrested and 
imprisoned for a period not exceeding six months, unless 
and until he has sooner given the prescribed security, not 
exceeding the amount claimed in the action, that he will not 
go out of England without the leave of the Court.” 

It appears, therefore, that if a person having a claim 
against another in respect of any matter over which a 
county court has jurisdiction under the County Courts Ad- 
miralty Acts of 1868 or 1869 desires to arrest that other to 
prevent his absconding without providing for the claim, he 
(the claimant) would be placed in a very awkward position. 

He would be forced to sue in a supreme court in order 
to obtain the arrest. Notwithstanding this, however, his 
resorting to such a court would not only deprive him of the 
right to his own costs, but would compel him to pay those 
of the defendant. 

Nor would the certificate of the judge help him, such 
certificate being applicable only to the nature of the cause 
as regards trial, not as regards a collateral or interlocutory 
object. And as the claimant would frequently be unable 
to say when in the course of his contemplated action the 
intended defendant would be likely to leave the country, he 
would be obliged, in order to preserve his power of arrest, 
to run the risk of losing double costs of the whole action 
from its commencement to its close, and not merely of the 
writ and application for arrest. 

I forbear to say anything about the policy of the Act 
for the Abolition of Imprisonment for Debt, or of the 
County Cour: Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, or of the anoma- 
lies which they introduce. The practical question for the 
legal practitioner now is to ascertain as well as he may 
what these Acts mean in certain ambiguous parts, and if you 
can help the profession in this matter I, for one member of 
if, shall feel grateful. G, H. 


Liverpool, Sept. 2. 
FOO, Sey 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE, 
AMERICA. 
Courr or AppgEAts, MARYLAND. 

President and Directors of Maryland Fire Insurance Com- 
paiyv. Janes Whiteford § Others, trading as Charles H. 
Ross & Company. 

1. Lolicies of insurance, like other contracts, should have 
such practical and ordinary interpretation as to carry into 
effect the olveious understanding of the parties concerned in 
them. 

2. A representation is substantially complied with by the 
adoption of precautions which, if not exactly stated in the ap- 
plication, may be such as tend to accomplish the same purpose 
and considercd equally efficacious, 

3. Although the fire may have been attributable to the want of 
ordinary care or the fault and negligence of the appellees or 
their agents, yet in the absence of fraud or design their right 
to vecwver ts not barred. 

4, Fires frequently oceur from some negligence of the party 
assured and his agents, and theunderwriters insure against this, 
unless they choose to stipulate otherwise. 

5. Where there is fraud or design and not mere carelessness 
occasioning the fire, other considerations may justify exception 
and exonerate the company insuring. 

Stewart, J., delivered the opinion of the Court. 

The partics insured in this case, according to the terms 
of this policy, were not to keep in the buildings occupied by 
them any articles, goods, or merchandize denominated 
hazardous, or extra or specially hazardous, in the conditions 
of insurance annexed to the policy, except as provided in 





the policy, or thereafter agreed to by the insurers, in writ. 
ing upon the policy. ; 

The original contract between the parties was modified 
by the indorsement upon the policy of the 24th of Novem. 
ber, 1865, specially referring to the article described ag 
“ benzine.” 

This indorsement is in the following language : “ Permis. 
sion given to keep one barrel of benzine or turpentine in 
tin cans, and one half barrel of varnish for use in No, 9, 
Commerce-street.” 

As we comprehend the import of this indorsement, the 
quantity mentioned of benzine was authorised to be used on 
the premises. And unquestionably the insured had the 
permission to keep one barrel of benzine in tin cans upon 
the property without incurring risk of forfeiting any of 
their rights under the policy of insurance. 

A fair and reasonable construction must be given to the 
indorsement so far as the intention of the parties can be 
deduced from the terms employed. 

Policies of insurance, like other contracts, should have 
such praetical and ordinary interpretation as to carry into 
effect the obvious understanding of the parties concerned in 
them. 

This indorsement is not a warranty, but a permission given 
by the insurers, and to be substantially complied with on 
the part of the insured, to enable them to claim the benefit 
of the privilege. 

Judging of this indorsement by the rules of ordinary con- 
struction, we think there can be no doubt of the real mean- 
ing and purpose of the parties to allow the quantity of one 
barrel of benzine to be kept for use on the premises, but for 
better security against fire from the dangerous character of 
the article the benzine was required to be kept not in the 
wooden barrel, but in a suitable metallic vessel, cither in tin 
cans or in one tin can, equally safe and proper and better 
calculated than the wooden vessel to prevent accident from 
its use. 

It was proven at the trial that benzine is the product from 
the distillation of coal oil or petroleum, the most volatile of 
which is called gazalene ; that benzine is inflammable and 
explosive when in contact with the atmosphere, and vapo- 
rises from agitation. 

According to the testimony of those familiar with its cha+ 
racter and properties, the keeping of benzine in one tin can 
large enough to hold the quantity of a barrel or less amount 
is quite as safe, if not more so, than to keep it in tin cans. 

There was, therefore, a substantial compliance with the 
provisions of the endorsement in keeping the quantity 
specified in one tin can. 

If there could be any rational doubt of this being the 
purport of the language, opposite analogy will fortify the 
construction we put upon the endorsement. A representa. 
tion is substantially complied with by the adoption of pre- 
cautions which, if not those exactly stated in the applica. 
fion, may be such as tend to accomplish the samo purpose 
and considered equally efficacious ; for example, when it is 
stated that ashes are taken up in iron hods, it would bea 
substantial compliance if brass or copper were substituted. 

So when it is represented that casks of water with buckets 
are kept in each story, if a reservoir be placed above, 
with pipes toconvey water to each story, and found by 
skilful and experienced persons to be equally efficacious, it 
would be a substantial compliance: Angell on Insurance, 
195, referring to Houghton v. Manufacturers’ Insurance Come 
pany. 

Under the permission to keep the benzine for use to the 
extent specified the insured were not restricted in their 
right to procure it in any usual way, and the purchase or 
procuring of a barrel of it from merchants or other persons 
having it, and its introduction and transfer from the wooden 
barrel to the tin can were allowed to the insured by every 
fair intendment. 

If it had been the intention of the parties to make the 
permission more restrictive, proper terms to that effect 
should have been employed. 

We perceive no valid objection to the prayer of the 
appellee insisting that the insurers were not exempted from 
their liability for the loss in this instance because of the 
introduction of benzine in the wooden barrel, its transfer 
and the keeping of it on the premises of the insured as 
described in the prayer. Certainly its temporary introduc- 
tion in the barrel was not, the keeping of it in the wooden 
barrel, and cannot in any just sense be considered violative 
of the terms of the endorsemsnt. 
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The concluding portion of the appellee’s prayer is also 
jectionable. 
oak the fire may have been attributable to the 
want of ordinary care, or the fault and negligence of the 
ellees or their employees or agents, yet in the absence of 
fraud or design their right of recovery was not barred 
thereby. é 

Fires frequently occur from some negligence of the party 
assured or his agents, and the underwriters insure against 
this, unless they choose to stipulate otherwise, which has 
not been done in this case. 

“ A loss by fire occasioned by the fault and negligence of 
the insured or his servants, and without fraud or design, is 
a loss within the policy, upon the general ground that the 
fire is the proximate cause of the loss, and also upon the 
ground that the express exceptions in policies against fire 
leave this within the scope of the general terms of such 
policies”: Columbia Insurance Company v. Lawrence, 10 
Peters, 518; Johnson v. Berkshire Mutual Fire Insurance 
Company, 4th Allen, 388. 

There is no exception in the policy here to exempt the 
appellants from their obligation to indemnify the insured 
on account of such negligence. But, on the contrary, the 
appellants promise to make good all loss or damage within 
the limits of the insurance as shall happen by fire, except 
any loss by fire ‘‘ by means of any invasion, insurrection, 
riot, or civil commotion, or of any military or naval force.” 

These express exceptions necessarily exclude others to be 
implied, extending to negligence or fault on the part of the 
insured. 

Where there is fraud or design, and not mere carelessness 
occasioning the fire, other considerations may justify ex- 
ception and exonerate the company insuring. 

No allegation of fraud is made or proved in this instance. 

The prayers of the insurers could not be properly 
granted by the Court, insisting as they did by the first that 
the habit of the insured. as they needed benzine, of bringing 
it upon the premises in a wooden barrel, and then trans- 
ferring it to the can, as described in the prayer, did amount 
to keeping it on the premises in a wooden barrel, and con- 
stituted a breach of the permission, construing it as a 
warranty. And by the second prayer, upon the similar 
theory ot a warranty, that because the appellees, the in- 
sured, usually kept benzine in a quantity not exceeding one 
barrel, in one large tin can, and at the time of the fire 
were having the can filled from a barrel of benzine on the 
premises, they violated or committed a breach of the endorse- 

ment. 

The mere fact of the barrel of benzine being on the 
premises, for the purpose described could not, upon any fair 
construction of the terms of the contract, amount to keeping 
benzine in a wooden barrel upon the premises. 

Nor could its being kept to the amount of a barrel, in one 
tin can, be reckoned other than a substantial compliance 
with the indorsement upon the policy, and such as the par- 
ties, it may be presumed, would have expressly agreed to at 
the time of the indorsement, if required. 

Under the terms of the original policy, the keeping of any 
of the prohibited articles, or the storing thereof, on the 
insured premises, only operated to make void the policy 
so long as they were so used, but the policy was not ab- 
solutely forfcited by the storing or keeping of the forbidden 
articles. 

What may have been the habits of the insured in regard 

to the keeping of the benzine could, neither under the terms 
of the original policy or the indorsement, have any applica- 
tion unless at the time of the occurrence of the fire the 
barrel of benzine was actually stored or kept upon the 
premises in the wooden barrel. 
y The hypothesis of facts, assumed in the prayers of the 
insurers as well as their theory of construction of the con- 
tract between the parties, was liable to objection, and the 
Court below very correctly refused to grant them. 

Judgment affirmed. 








OBITUARY. 


THE HON. NEVILLE PARKER. 

The death is announced of the Hon. Neville Parker, 
who was for many years Master of the Rolls for the province 
of New Brunswick, in British North America, who ex- 
es at St. Andrews, in that province, on the 6th August 
ast. 





MR. H. W. MANDER. 

We have to record the death of Mr. Henry Waterland 
Mander, barrister-at-law, of New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
and of Radclyffe-gardens, which took place on the 25th 
August, at the advanced age of eighty-three years. The 
late Mr. Mander was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in February, 1817. 

MR. C. M. ELDERTON. 

Mr. Charles Meyrick Elderton,  barrister-at-law, of 
New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, died on the 29th August, at 
Sussex-street, Pimlico, having attained the age of seventy 
years. Mr. Elderton was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in May, 1827. 


MR. D. B. DALY, B.A. 

This gentleman, who was a barrister of the Middle 
Temple, expired on the 29th August, at Wood Vale, 
Forest-hill, the residence of his father-in-law, Mr. H. F. 
Jadis, Esq. Mr. David Bingham Daly, who was a special 
pleader on the Home Circuit, was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in November, 1849. Mr. Daly was in his 
44th year at the time of death. 





MR. T. G. HAMER. 

Mr. Thomas Greensit Hamer, solicitor, of Barnsley, 
Yorkshire, died suddenly of heart disease on the 31st 
August, at Manchester. The late Mr. Hamer was certifi- 
cated in Trinity Term, 1847. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The Preliminary Examination in Genéral Knowledge will 
take place on Wednesday, the 9th, and Thursday, the 10th 
February, 1870, and will comprise :— 

1. Reading aloud a passage from some English author. 

2. Writing from dictation. 

3. English Grammar. 

4, Writing a short English composition. 

5. Arithmetic—A competent knowledge of the first four 
rules, simple and compound. 

6. Geography of Europe and of the British Isles. 

7. History—Questions on English History. 

8. Latin—Elementary knowledge of Latin. 

9. 1. Latin. 2. Greek, Ancient or Modern. 3. 
4. German. 5. Spanish. 6. Italian. 

The Special Examiners have selected the following books, 
in which candidates will be examined in the subjects num- 
bered 9 at the Examination on the 9th and 10th February, 
1870 :— 
In Latin 


French. 


. Cesar, De Bello Gallico, I. II., or 
Virgil, Aneid, Book VI. 

In Greek . Sophocles, GEdipus Tyrannus. 

In Modern Greek Bevroris ‘Ioropia ris ’Amepixtis BiSdiov %. 

In French . . Xavier de Maistre, La jeune Sibérienne; 
or Corneille, Le Cid. 

- Goethe, Goetz von Berlichingen; or, 
Wieland, Oberon, Gesang 1 bis 6. 

. Cervantes, Don Quixote, cap. xv. to Xxx., 
both inclusive; or Moratin, El Si de 
las Ninas. 

. Manzoni’s I Promessi Sposi, cap. i. to vili., 
both inclusive; or Tasso’s Gerusalemme, 
4, 5, and 6 cantos ; and Volpe’s Eton 
Italian Grammar. 

With reference to the subjects numbered 9, each candi- 
date will be examined in one language only, according to 
his selection. Candidates will have the choice of either of 
the above-mentioned works. 

The examinations will be held at the Incorporated Law 
Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, and at some of the 
following Towns:—Birmingham, Brighton, Bristol, Cam- 
bridge, Cardiff, Carlisle, Carmarthen, Chester, Durham, 
Exeter, Lancaster, Leeds, Lincoln, Liverpool, Maidstone, 
Manchester, Neweastle-on-Tyne, Oxford, Plymouth, Salis- 
bury, Shrewsbury, Swansea, Worcester, York. 

Candidatos are required by the Judges’ Orders to give one 
calendar month's notice to the Incorporated Law Society, 


In German. . 


In Spanish. . 


In Italian . . 
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before the day appointed for the examination, of the language 
in which they propose to be examined, the place at which 
they wish to be examined, and their age and place of educa- 
tion. All notices should be addressed to the Secretary of 
the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








TRADE MARKS. 

The right of a party to protection in the use of his trade- 
mark, meaning thereby any “ names, signs, marks, brands, 
labels, words, or devices of any kind, which can be advan- 
tageously used to designate his goods,” though of compara- 
tively recent origin in its fulness and perfection, was fore- 
shadowed as early as the time of the Year Books, in the 
case of Sothern v. How, 2 Croke, 468. 

Although the recognition of this right by courts of 
equity, and its consequent protection by injunction, was at 
a much later period, it is now so firmly established by the 
highest authority as a proper subject for the exercise of the 
restraining control of that court, whenever violated, that 
it is no longer an open question: Amoshkeag Manufacturing 
Company v. Spear, 2Sandt. 8. C. 606. 

A trade-mark may, in its elementary signification, be ap- 
plicable to a great variety of forms, marks, or symbols 
designating the origin or ownership of the thing to which 
it is applied. 

For instance, the title ‘‘Irving House” having been 
used by a person for three years only, as a name of his 
hotel, an injunction was granted against a party setting up 
an hotel and calling it by the same name: Howard v. Hen- 
riques, 8 Sandf. 8. C. 726. 

The same principle was held in respect to the name 
“ Revere House ” when applied to coaches: Marsh v. Bill- 
lings, 7 Cush. 322. 

“ Cocoine,” as a name of hair oil, held to be an infringe- 
ment on “ Cocoaine’’; and this, too, though the ingredients 
of the oil were open to the use of all: Burnett v. Phalon, 9 
Bosw. 192. 

Held by the court that A. B. Howe had such an exclusive 
right to the use of the word “ Howe” as a trade-mark, 
placed by him upon a sewing machine sold by him under a 
licence from E. Howe, Jun., the patentee, that E. Howe, 
Jun, could be restrained from using it as such: Howe v. 
Howe Machine Co, 50 Barb. 236. 

Parties making lime at the town of Akron were held en- 
titled to use the word “ Akron’’ as a trade-mark, and an 
injunction was granted against the defendants who marked 
their lime with this word: Newman v. Alvord, 49 Barb. 588. 

The number “303” was held to be a proper subject for 
a trade-mark of pens, and its use was restrained by injunc- 
tion : Gillott v. Esterbrook, 47 Barb. 455. 

The term “ London Conveyance Co.,” as the name of an 
omnibus company, was upheld as a trade-mark in Knott v. 
Morgan, 2 Keene, 220. 

“Sykes’ Patent” as a trade-mark for shot-bolts was sus- 
tained by injunction against a party of the same name, and 
that, too, though the party had a perfect right to make the 
identical article, there being in fact no patent: Sykes v. 
Sykes, 3 Barn & Cress. 543. 

“Penny Bell’s Life,” the name of a newspaper, was re- 
strained as an infringement of ‘‘ Bell’s Life,” in Clement v. 
Maddick, 5 Jur. N. 8. 592. 

“H. H. 6,” as a trade-mark of ploughs, was upheld: 
Remson v. Bental, 3 L. J. N.S. 161. 

“ Seixo,'’ as a brand for wine, was sustained: Seixo vy. 
Provezende, 1 Ch. App. Cas. 184. 

“Roger Williams Long Cloth” was upheld, and those 
using ‘‘ Roger Williams” asa designation of cotton cloth 
were restrained: Barrows v. Knight, 6 R. I. 434, 

“ Anatolia,” as a brand for liquorice, was sustained in 
UcAndrews v. Bassett, 12 W. R. 777, though it was argued 
that the word being common to all there could be no pro- 
perty in it; Lord Westbury saying, “ Property in a word 
for all purposes cannot exist, but property in a word as 
applied by way of stamp upon a stick of liquorice does exist 
the moment the liquorice gets into the market so stamped.” 

In Pidding v. Howe, 8 Sim. 477, the name used was 
‘* Howqua Mixture’; and the Court said :—‘ The defendant, 
finding that the plaintiff's mixturo was in considerable de- 
mand, had recently begun to sella mixture of his own un- 
der the same designation. I apprehend that primd facie the 
defendant was not at liberty to do that.” 

In Goutt v. Aleplogiu, 6 Beav. 69, the Court restrained 
the defendant from using the Turkish word ‘* pessendede,” 





en 
meaning “warranted or approved,” on watches made} 
him, the plaintiff having long used such word as a mark for 
his watches, 

In Croft v. Day, 7 Béav. 89, “ Day & Martin,” as a trade. 
mark for blacking, was sustained against a firm, the req] 
name of which was Day & Martin. 

‘‘ Bismarck,” as name of paper collars, was upheld jp 
Messerole v. Tynberg, 4 Abb. Pr. N. S. 414, the Court re. 
marking: ‘ There is no reason for making any distinction 
between a common word or term used for an original pur. 
pose, which has accomplished its object, and a new design 
adopted by a manufacturer.”’ 

In Farina v. Silverlock, 4 W. R. 731, an injunction was 
granted against the engraver who made simulated labels 
to sell to third parties. 

There seems to be no more restriction against the choicg 
of a name for a trade-mark than the choice of a symbol, 
It is sufficient that the name in its application to the goods 
be so far original and peculiar as to be capable of distinguish. 
ing when known in the market one manufacturer’s goods 
from those of another: Ainsworth v. Walmsley, 14 W. R, 
363, L. R. 1 Eq. Cas. 252 ; Amoskeag Mannfacturing Company 
v. Spear, 2 Sandf. S. C. 605; Mewman v. Alvord, 49 
Barb. 592 ; Williams v. Johnson, 2 Bosw. 1. 

A party being fully possessed of this right of property in 
his trade-mark will not be held to have waived such right 
by reason of his neglect to restrain others from its use. “It 
is no excuse that others have used or are using such trade. 
mark”; Taylor v. Carpenter, 3 Story 462; Coates v. Hol. 
brooh, 2 Sandf. Ch. 596; Taylor v. Carpenter, 2 Wood. & 
Min. 8. 

Where the use by others is with the knowledge of the 
original owner of the mark, his consent, if implied at all 
in the knowledge of such use, can be revoked at any time: 
Gillott v. Esterbrook, 47 Barb. 471. 

In relation to what constitutes an infringment, it is settled 
that “‘the whole trade-mark need not be pirated: ”’ Ibid, 
469, 

“ An injunction ought to issue whenever the design, 
either apparent or proved, is to impose on the public, and 
the imitation is such that the success of the design is a 
probable or possible consequence” : Amoskeay Manufaeturing 
Company v. Spear, 2 Sandf. 8. C. 607. 

“Tf the wholesale buyer, who is most conversant with 
the marks, is not misled, but the small retailer or the con- 
sumer is, the right of action must exist”: Clark v. Clark, 
25 Barb. 79. 

“Tt is not necessary that any proof should be made of 
any one having been deceived, but the Court will examine 
the two things, and sec if they are not calculated to deceive.” 
When there is a strong resemblance the Court will presume 
it is not fortuitous, but that it was intentional with a view 
to mislead purchasers: Eddleston v. Vick, 11 Hare, 78. 

Nor is it necessary that the one infringing upon the trade- 
mark should be shown to offer the articles as those of the 
plaintiff’s manufacture, for even where the contrary ap- 
peared an injunction was ordered in the case of Sykes vy. 
Sykes, 3 Barn .& Cress. 543, 

And even where the defendant expressly informed the 
purchaser that the trade-mark placed on the goods was an 
imitation of the plaintiff’s mark, an injunction was granted, 
on the ground that succeeding dealers might not make a 
similar disclosure: Coates v. Holbrook, 3 Sandf. Ch. 586. 

It is not necessary that the defendants should be the 
manufacturers of the goods. They can be enjoined al- 
though only commission merchants, selling in the strict 
line of their business: Jdid. 

It is not necessary to prove intentional fraud on 
the part of defendant to warrant equitable relief. 
It is the probability of deception which justifies the 
remedy by injunction: Coffeen v. Brunton, 4 McLean, 519; 
Dale v. Smithson, 12 Abb. Pr. 2388.—American Law Re- 
gister. 





THE AMALGAMATION OF THE City Unions.—We learn from 
tho City Press that on and after the 29th inst. the three City 
Unions—viz., the City of London, the East London, and the 
West London—will be amalgamated into one Union, to be called 
the City of London Union. The Guardians of the East London 
and the West London Unions, whoseinterests will thus be almost 
annihilated by reason of the overwhelming numbers of the City 
proper, are somewhat alarmed at the result, seeing that until 
April next they will have no control over the assessments of the 
Union, and they will no longer send managers to the London 
Central District School, at Hanwell. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, Sept. 3, 1869. 

(From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted, } 

nt. Consols, 93 Annuities, April, ’85, 11 15-16 
Dhto . Account, Oct. 6, 93 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 91? xd Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.10 p m 
New 3 per Cent., 91} x d Ditto, £500, Do — 10 pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. 794 Nitto, £100 & £200, — 10p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 76 Bank of England Stock, 4} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. "73 Ct. (last half-year) 245 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. : . 
i ., 104 p Ct.Apr.’74, 210 Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan. 72 10 
oe peep , ‘ Ditto, 54 per Cent.,May,’79 1l 1 
Ditto 5per Cent.,July, ’80 1135 ay }  ~ aaaiaa per Cent., 

i Account, — pri _- r 
Ditto ohne me Oct. ’88 99 Do. Do..5 per Cent., Aug. "73 104 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £100 030 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 923| Ditto, ditto, under £1009, 30 p m 





RAILWAY STOCK. 





Shres. Railways. Paid, |Closing prices. 





Stock Bristol and Exeter .. 
Stock , Caledonian......... 







































Stock | Glasgow and South-Western .., 100 103 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 100 aif 
Stock} Do., Fast Anglian Stock, No.2... 100 = 
Stock | Great Northern ..ccocsereeceessecseees 100 bee x 7 
Stock | Do., AStOCK® «.s.cccccccccscesscssserserseees| '00 0 oe 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100 a x 
Stock | Great Western—Original ...... .| 100 4 
Stock} Do.,West Midland—Oxfor 100 3i 
Stock | Do.,d0.—Newport s.r 100 BI i 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... pe TT 254 x 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South Coast......| 100 454 
Stock | London, Chatham, and Dover...... .| 100 an 
Stock | London and North-Western... .| 100 LS 
Stock | London and South-Western ...... .| 100 be 
Stock | Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 100 __— 
Stock | Metropolitan. pa at 108 a x 
Stock | Midland ........ | 100 a7 . 
Stock Do., Birmingham and Derby | 100 b ¢ x 
Stock | North British ....cccscerscscsssecees | 100 B ‘ 
Stock | North London ... 100 20 a¢ 
Stock | North Staffordshire | 100 exe 
Stock | South Devon sesserereressevseseese | 100 ; ‘x 
Stock | South-Eastern | 100 ; ta 
Stock} Tatf Vale | 100 5 











* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B, 





Monzy MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

No great animation in the stock or share markets is ever to 
be looked for at this time of year, but the past week has been, 
on the whole, of a favourable character. The excellent harvest 
weather which has prevailed has had a very beneficial effect ; 
but the disquieting rumours from Paris have checked any 
strong upward tendency. No great change in the condition 
of the markets can be expected before the close of the summer 
vacation. 








A case of considerable importance to the travelling public, 
and of still more to the managers and owners of railroads, has just 
been decided by the New York Court of Appeals. The decision 
substantially declares that a railroad company insures the lives 
and limbs of the passengers it carries. The case arose from the 
injury to a passenger by the breaking of the axle and the car 
running off the track. Tho Court decided that the railroad 
company ‘‘ must be held accountable in every event to furnish a 
road-worthy coach, and that, if the event proved it not to have 

nso, the company must suffer the consequences,’ the com- 
pany being liable for accidents occasioned by defects in the axle 
of a car, although the defect could not be discovered by any 
practical mode of examination. On asimilar trial in theCourt of 
Queen’s Bench, England, an opposite conclusion was reached, 
the railroad company being released from liability for the injury 
sustained. The English Court held that there is no contract of 
general or limited warranty and insurance entered into by the 
carrier of passengers, and that the contract of the carrier is to 
take due care to carry a passenger safely, and that the want of 
due care or negligence would alone be a breach of the contract, 
and that the existence of a “latent defect,’”? which was not discov- 
erable, or due to any oversight on the part of the company, was 
no evidence of negligence. The English rule on this subject, it 
appears to us, is sound and just. We would exact the greatest 
amount of care from the carrier in the transportation of persons ; 
and for the least negligence he should be held liable. It has 
never been understood that the carrier absolutely insured the 
safe passage against all accidents except the “act of God and 
the public enemy” as he does of merchandise. Impossibilities 
should not be demanded, lest we encourage the refusal of what 
is reasonable and just.— Philadelphia Ledger. 








ESfATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
Sept. 2.—By Mr. W. H. Moore. 

Freehold residence, No. 58, Delancey-street, Regent’s-park, let at £50 
per annum—sold £790. 

Freehold, three residences, Nos. 1 to 3, Bell-terrace, Churchfield-road, 
Acton, producing £94 per annum—sold £370 each. : 

Leasehold residence, No. 60, Belmont-street, Camden-town, annual 
a £33 ; term, 99 years from 1864, at £6 63. per annum—sold 

290. 

Leasehold residence, No. 62, Belmont-street, value, term, and ground 
rent same as above—sold £290. 

Leasehold. two houses and shops, Nos. 16 and 17, Church-way, Lancing- 
street, Euston-square, annual value £65; term, 41 years from 1841, 
at £17 per annum—sold £95. 

Freehold residence, No. 27, Arlington-street, Camden-towa, let at £35 
per annum—sold £610. 

Leasehold, two houses, Nos. 5 and 11, Miller-street, Artington-street, 
producing £46 16s. per annum ; term, 30 years unexpired, at £9 per 
annum —sold £380. 

Leasehold house, No. 14, Curlow-street, Arlington-street; let at 
£33 16s. per annum ; term, 30 years unexpired, at £4 4s. per annum 
—sold £260. 


AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEE HOUSE. 
Sept. 2.—By Mr. Marsa. 

Absolute reversion to one-third of £1,031 0s. 10d. Consols ; and one- 
sixth of £103 0s. 10d, Consols; also one-third share of Nos. 3 and 4 
St. Ann’s-place, Brixton, and one-sixth of Nos. | and 2, St. Ann’s- 
place, subject to the life interest in the whole of a gent!ieman aged 
58 years ; also a reversionary interest in £1,031 0s. 10d. Consols; anu 
in one-third of £1,731 03s. 10d. Consols ; and in one-sixth of Nos. 1 and 
2, St. Ann’s-place; and in one third of two public-houses in Vere- 
Street, Clare-market—sold £300. 

One-quarter part of and in one moiety of £2,273 2s. 6d. Consols, and 
£133 14s. 8d. Consols; and £700 New Three per Cent. Annuities, 
receivable on the decease of a gentleman aged 73 years—sold £275. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

WOTHERSPOON — On: Aug. 25, at 18, Blenheim-crescent, Notting- 
hill, the wife of C. Grey Wotherspoon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of the 
Middle Temple, and of the Scotch Bar, of a sun, 

MARRIAGES. 

CORRIE—TERRELL--On Aug. 24, at St. George’s, Hanover-square, 
J. Owen Corrie, Barrister-at-Law, of Lincoln’s-inn, to Constance, 
youngest daughter of Hull Terrell, Esq., of Richmond, Surrey. 


FORD—ARTINDALE—On Aug. 18, at the Church of the Holy Trinity, 


Habergham Eaves, Burnley, Edmund S. Ford, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, 
to Caroline, the youngest daughter of the late Robert Artindale, Esq., 
of Green-hill, Burnley, 

LOUIS—MISSING—On Aug. 19, at St. George’s, Campden-hill, Alfred 
H., Louis, Barrister-at-Law, to Eliza Telfer, widow of the late William 
Paschal Missing, and second daughter of the late John Missing, 
Grantham. 

MORGAN—EVERSFIELD—On Sept. 1, at St. George’s, Bloomsbury, by 
the Rev. Gerard Ludlow Hallett, B.C.L., Frederick Morgan, of 30, 
Somerset-street, Portman-square, Solicitor, and 4, St. John’s-terrace, 
Regent’s-park, to Fanny Maria, younger daughter of the late Thomas 
Eversfield, Esq., of Westminster, and stepdaughter of Edgar Horne, 
of 10, Woburn-square, Russell-square. 

OWEN—PEARSON—On Aug. 26, at Norwood Church, Middlesex, 
John Owen, Esq., Solicitor, of Dudley, to Martha, daughter of Henry 
Pearson, Esq., of the parish of Norwood. 

PERRY—RUMBELOW—On Aug. 26, at Perranzabuloa, Cornwall, Wil- 
liam Perry, Solicitor, London, to Lucy Margaret, only surviving 
daughter of the late William Rumbelow, Surgeon, of London, 

THOMAS—WRIGHT—On Aug. 31, at St. Paul’s, Camden-square, Ed- 
mund Thomas, Barrister-at-Law, of the Middle Temple, to Rebecca, 
daughter of the late Charles Wright, Holloway. 


DEATHS. 

ELDERTON—On Aug. 27, at 29, Sussex-street, Pimlico, Charles 
Merrick —* Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of New-square, Lincoln’s- 
inn, aged 70. 

EVANS—On Aug. 25, at Brook-street, Kingstoa-on-Thames, Edward 
Evans, Solicitor, aged 41. 

MANDER—On Aug. 25, Henry Waterland Mander, Barrister-at-Law, 
of 25, Redclitfe-gardens, and No. 7, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
aged 53, 

WAUGH—On Aug. 24, drowned, while bathing in the river Dart, George 
Waugh, Barrister, of New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, aged 34. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


GAinding up of Foint stock Comypantes. 
Fripay, Aug. 27, 1869. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Paraguassn Steam Tramroad Company (Limited)—Petition for winding 
up, presented Aug. 20, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 
James, at the Black Horse Inn, Gomshail, Surrey, on Sept 10, at 1l- 
Wansey & Bowen, Moorgate-st, solicitors for the petitioner. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Albert Life Assurance Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Aug 26, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor James, at the 
Black Horse Inn, Sheire, near Guildford, Surrey, on Sept 10, at 12. 
Merriman & Co, solicitors for the petitioner. 

TueEspDay, Aug. 31, 1869. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

British Columbia and Vancouver Island Spar, Lumber, and Saw Mill 

Company (Limited).—Creditors are required,on or before Dec 1, to 
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send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Sam! Lovelock and James Van Homrigh Irwin, 34, Cole- 
man-st. Wednesday, Dec 15, at 12, is appointed for hearing and ad- 
judicating upo= the debts and claims. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Albert Life Assurance Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Aug 31, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor James, at the 
Black Horse Inn, Sheire, near Guildford, Surrey, on Sept 10, at 12, 
Manning, Gt George-st, Westminster, solicitor for the petitioners. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Frrpay, Aug. 27, 1869, 
Loyal Perseverance Lodge of Old Friends, Old Ivy House, Goswell-st. 


Aug 23. 
Tugspay, Aug. 31, 1869. 


St Mary’s Friendly Society, Bank of England Tavern, Cambridge-p!, 
Paddington. Aug 26 
Creditors under Estates tr Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farway, Aug..27, 1869. 
Eddison, Booth, Nottingham, Surgeon. Sept 18. 
V.C.Stuart. Payne & Co, Leeds. 
Peppin, Wm, Clipstone, Northampton. Oct 29. 
previously advertized) v Reyno'ds, V.C. Stuart. 
Thomas, John, Romford, Essex, Gant. Sept 21. 
Pritt, as previously advertized), V.C. Stuart. 
Tuespay, Aug. 31, 1869. 
Lainchbury, Jas, Lombard-st, Clerk. Jan 23. 
Stuart. 


Eddison v Eddison 
Hunt (not Kent, as 


Thomas v Putt (not 
Vant, Leadenhall-st. 


Moore v James, V.C. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Clam. 
Fripay, Aug. 27, 1869. 
Bacon, Sarah, Wotten-under-Edge, Gloucester, Spinster. 
Barker, Gray’s-inn-sq. 
Bately, Stephen Godfrey, Southtown, Suffolk, Estate Agent. 
Worship, Great Yarmouth. 
Brough, Richd, Hunsley, York, Farmer. 
Brough. 
Cuvillier, Austin, Water-lane, Merchant. 
Mark-lane. 


Sept 5. 
Nov l. 
Oct 25. 


Sept 18. Plews & Irvine, 


bidgs, Gray’s-inn. 

England, Fras, Verney, Switzerland, Spinster. 
Angel-ct, Throgmorton-st. 

Griffiths, Clarke, Cape Town, Cape of Good Hope, Baker. 
Bilton, Coleman-st. 

Hole, — en Loughborough, Leicester, Gent. Dec 1. Woolley, 

LC orough. 
Hunt, Jas, Chigwell, Essex,Gent. Sept 18. 
—s Peter, Port Carlis!e, Cumberland, Ship Owner. 
arlisle. 

Johnston, Wm, Camberwell-grove, Receiver of St. Thomas’s Hospital. 
Sept 1s. Plews & Irvine, Mark-lane. 

Potter, Vincent, Manch, Esq. Nov 30. Cunliffe & Leaf, Manch. 

Radcliffe, Admonition Peter, Plymouth, Devon, Spinster. Oct 11. 
Coham, Holsworthy. 

Salter, Jas, Holmer Green, Bucks, Farmer. Sept2. Cheese, Amersham. 

Stagland, Chas Hy, Lower Mitcham, Surrey,Gent, Octl. R.& W.B 
Smith, New-sq, for Pearce, Wandsworth. 

Walker, Alexander, Mile End-rd, Chemist. 
ner, Godliman-st Doctors’-commons. 

Walker, Charlotte, Worcester, Spinster. Nov 1. 

Williams, Thos, Leominster, Hereford, Farmer. Sept 30. Andrews, 
Leominster, 


Oct 8. Dawes & Sons, 


Oct 10. 


Plews & Irvine, Mark-lane. 
Oct 1. Donald, 


Oct 27. 


Tvespay, Aug. 31, 1869. 

Bainbridge, Sam], Knaresbrough, York, Draper. 
Knaresbrough. 

Buckley, Richd Jas, Queen’s-ter, South 
Bradshaw, Cornhill. 

Deane, Wm, Park-rd, Kensington, Banker’s Clerk. Oct6. Oliverson 
& Co, Frederick’s-p], Old Jewry. 

Farnden, Magdalen, Fairfax-ct, Strand, Widow. Sept 18, White, 
Russell-sq. 

Goodburn, Rachel, Colebrook-row, Islington, Widow. Oct 1. Thomson 
& Edwards, Doughty-st, Mecklenburg-sq. 

Horton, Mary Ann, Highbury, Spinster. Nov 1. 
Cheapside. 

Preston, Rev Lawrence, Longton, Lancashire, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Nov l. Hall & Baldwin, Clitheroe, 

higg, Fras Harriet, Tynwald Hill, West Derby, nr Lpool, Spinster. Oct 9. 
Foster & Son, Lpool. 

Robinson, Hannah, Thaxted, Essex, Widow. Myatt, Arthur-st 
East. King William-st. 

a Nathaniel Langley, Bilton, Warwick, Farmer. Oct 1. 
Rugby. 

Vickerman, Benj, Taylor Hill, Yurk, Gent. Nov 1. Hesp & Co, Hud- 
dersfield. 

Ward, Nathaniel Bagshaw, Clapham Rise, Surgeon. Oct 1. Upton & 
Co, Austin-friars, 


eeds registered pursuant to Bankcruptey Act, 1861. 
Fripay, Aug. 27, i869. 

aie, Seanter, Genes, Durham, Publican. Aug7. Asst. Reg 
Aug 24, 

Allaway, Wm, Wokingham, Berks, Builder. Aug 12. Asst. Reg 
Aug 26. 

Anderson, Alexander, Manch, Travelling Draper. 
Keg Aug 25, 

Barnett, Hy Conway, Southwell, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. 
July 23. Asst. Reg Aug 26, 

Batchelor, Geo, Grange Town, Cardiff, Grocer, Aug 13. Comp. Reg 
Aug 26, 


Oct 1. Hirst & Capes, 


Hackney, Gent. Sept 36. 


Potter, King-st, 


Sept 29, 


Benn, 


July 30. Comp. 





| Hodgson, Thos, Jas Shaw, & 
Horton, Jas, Worcester, Rope Manufacturer. 
' Jones, Wm, Norfolk-ter, Bayswater, Comm Agent. 
| King, Richd Chas, Newnham, Gloucester, Grocer. 


24. 
| Leighton, Hy, Mark-lane, Merchant. Aug 2. 


Burland & Son, | 


: < s | Oatten, Wm, Port Isaac, Cornwall, Mariner. 
Down, lew, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. Oct7. Booty & Butt, Raymond- | 


Fielder & Sum- | 


Barneby, Worcester. | 


} Willett, Philip, & Joseph Willett, Colney Hatch, Builders, 





Breeze, Wm Hy, & Hy Alfd Emmett, New Beckenham, Kent, Builders, 
Augl0. Asst. Reg Aug 24. 

Catto, John, & Alfd Aldred McClary, Margaret-st, Cavendish-sq, Paper 
Hanging Dealers. July 29. Asst. Reg Aug 26. 

Cattran, Edw, Newlyn, Cornwall, Grocer. Aug7. Asst. Reg Aug24, 

Chamberlain, Wm, West Bromwich, Stafford, Ale Dealer. July 39, 
Comp. Reg Aug 24. 

Clemons, John, Thornton-heath, Croydon, Builder. Aug 20. Comp, 
Reg Aug 26. 

Cowan, Aron, Stockton-on-Tees, 
Comp. Reg Aug 25. . 

Davis, Geo Walter, Central-st, St. Lukes, Beershop Keeper. Aug 23, 
Comp. Reg Aug 26. 

Eales, Wm, Towcester, Northampton, Grocer. July 29. Asst. Reg 
Aug 26. 


Durham, Upholsterer. July 22, 


| Fenton, John, Mark-lane, Wine Merchant. Aug 18. Asst. Reg Aug 26, 
| Garstang, Jas, Blackburn, Lancashire, Grocer. Aug 13. Comp. Reg 


Aug 24. 


| Glask, Mary, Potterne, Wilts, Widow. July 3l. Asst. Reg Aug 26, 
' Goldshede, Sarah Ann, York-st, Portman-sq. July 30. Comp. Reg 


Aug 27. 
om Alfd, Landport, Hants, Engineer. July 20. Asst. Reg Aug 26, 
Harbottie, Joseph, jun, New York, Northumberland, Cartwright. Augé6, 

Comp. Reg Aug 25. 

Robt Dent, Wakefield, York, Dyers, 

July 30. Asst. Reg Aug 25, 

Hone, Hy, Old-st, St. Luke’s, Eating House Keeper. 


Reg Aug 24. 
July 29. Asst. 


Augl. Comp, 


Reg 
Aug 2 


24. 
| Howard, Hy, Watford, Herefordshire, Coal Merchant. Augl7. Asst, 


Reg Aug 25. 


| James, John, Gravesend, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Aug 12. Comp. 


Reg Aug 25. 

Aug 25. Comp, 
Reg Aug 27. 

Aug2. Asst. Reg 


Aug 26. 


, Leach, Mary Anne, Bromley, Kent, Grocer. Aug 18. Comp. Reg Aug 
9 


teg Aug 26, 
July 28. 


Comp. 
MeMillan, Hugh, Redruth, Cornwall, Travelling Draper. 
Asst. Reg Aug25 is 


McNally, Michael, Consett, Durham, Grocer. July 27. 


Aug 2-4. 
July 31. 


Asst. Reg 

Asst. Reg 
Aug 23. 

Ogle, Wm Wilding, Croston, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner, 
Asst. Reg Aug 26. 

Owen, Joseph Wilson, Mauch, Corn Factor. 
Aug 25. 

Periam, John, Topsham, Devon, Builder. 

Rainer, Sam], Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, 
Reg Aug 26. 

Rowe, Jas, Staines, Middlesex, Beerseller. 
Aug 25. 

Saville, Joseph, & Thos Rostron, Chorley, Lancashire, Builders. 
26. Asst. Reg Aug 26. 

Schofield, John, Mark-lane, Merchant. June 28. 

Shepherd, Alfd, Great Horton, York, Drysalter. 
Aug 24. 

Sims, Wm Rushworth, Buckingham-st, 
2 Asst. Reg Aug 27. 

Stanton, Frede Barry, Westbromwich, 
Aug2. Comp. Reg Aug 26. 

Waddingham, John, Sleaford, Lincoln, 
Asst. Reg Aug 24. 

Walker, Jas Saml, Kiugston-upon-Hull, 
teg Aug 25. 


Aug 21, 
Aug 16. Comp, Reg 


Asst. Reg Aug 25, 
Aug 23. Comp. 


Aug 6, 
’lumber. 
Aug 23. Comp, Reg 
July 


Reg Aug 24, 
Asst. Reg 


Comp. 
Aug 4. 
Strand, out of business. July 
Stafford, Iudia Rubber Dealer. 
Licensed Victualler. July 26. 


Merchant. Aug 3. Comp. 


, Wardill, Jonathan, & Thos Nutter Price, Bell Wharf, Lower Shadwell, 


Engineers. July 26. Asst. Reg Aug 26. 
Watson, Richd, Langtoft, York, Blacksmith. 
Aug 26, 


Aug ll. Asst. Reg 
Aug 23. 
Asst. Reg Aug 27. 
Wilson, Danl, Wakefield, York, Soap Manufacturer. 
Reg Aug 25. 
Wood, Richd, Tickhill, York, Grocer. July 29. 
TUESDAY, Aug. 31, 1869. 
Brain, Hy, Bristol, Shipowner. Aug 3. Inspectorship. 
Bye, John, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Saddler. Aug 23. 
Aug 27, 
Charman, Jas, Auckland-pl, Faleon-rd, Battersea, Milkman. 
Comp. Reg Aug 27. 
k, Robt, Caledonian-rd, Islington, Draper. 
Aug 30. 
Copperthwaite, Jas, Bradford, York, Comm Agent. 
Reg Aug 27. 
Craven, Jas, Bradford, York, Boot Maker. July 27. Comp. Reg Aug 28. 
Croft, Ralph, Lpool, Marine Surveyor. Aug WW. Asst. Reg Aug 3). 
Davies, David Pritchard, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Grocer. Aug 3. Comp. 
Reg Aug 27. 
Demaine, Albany, Otley, York, Draper. July 31, Asst. 
Dewing, ‘Thos Derisley, North Creake, Norfolk, Farmer. 
Asst. Keg Aug 28. 
Ellis, Thos, Bishoptields, Hoole, Chester, Grocer, Asst. 
Aug 27. 
Evans, Edw, Blaina, Monmouth, Shoemaker. 
Aug 30, 
Eves, Jas Hy, Lee, Kent, Builder, Aug 16. Comp. 
Fordham, Joseph, Armagh-rd, North Bow, Builder. 
Reg Aug 27. 
Foulger, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. 
Aug 30. 
Freeman, Jas, Bradford, York, Draper. Aug 12. Comp. Reg Aug 27. 
Harford, Geo, Neweastle-upon-T'yne, Sail Cloth Manufacturer, & Geo 
Peverall, Sunderland, Durham, Shipbuilder. Aug 11. Comp. Reg 
Aug 30. 


Aug 4. Asst, 


Asst. Reg Aug 26. 


Reg Aug 31, 
Comp. Reg 

Aug 17. 

Aug 9. Asst. Reg 


Aug 20. Comp. 


Reg Aug 28, 
Aug 117. 


Reg 
Reg 


Aug 3. 


Aug 18. Comp. 
Reg Aug 30. 

July 3!. Comp. 
Reg 


Aug 26. Comp. 
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Halhead, 
Aug 27. 
Hastings, 


Fras Hilton, & Sam] Breuell, Lpool, Felt Manufacturers. 


. Reg Aug3l. 
—_ Fagg July 31. Asst, 


John, Wigan, Lancashire, Draper. Reg 


8 2 : 
newect, Wm Hind, Barnsley, York, Confectioner. Aug 20. Comp. 
28. : y 
Bay ‘Moses, Oswaldtwistle, & Hy Taylor, Accrington, Lancashire, 
Cotton Manufacturers. July 26. Asst. Reg Aug 27. 
Hinclicliffe, Edw, & Wm Ireland Oldham, Macclesfield, Chester, Silk 
Manufacturers. Aug10. Asst. Reg Aug 31. 
Howarth, Edmund, Launceston, Cornwall, Builder. Aug20. Comp. 
28. 
Joekon, Richa, & Wm Jackson, Preston, Lancashire, Cotton Spinners. 
July 20. Asst. Reg Aug 28. 
Johnson, Chas Wm, Worthing, Sussex, Surveyor. July 30. Comp. 
Aug 27. 
pf... John, South Stockton, York, Grocer. Aug 5. Comp. Reg Aug 30. 
Malin, Thos, Birm, Shoe Manufacturer, Aug 4. Asst. Reg Aug 30. 
Martin, Wm, Brick-lane, Spitalfields, Grocer, Aug 25. Comp. Reg 
27. 
Mino David, Erith, Kent, Baker. Aug20. Comp. Reg Aug 30. 
Piggott, Michael, Manch., out of business. July 30. Comp. Reg Aug 27. 
Rhodes, Joshua, Birstal, York,Draper. July 28. Comp. Reg Aug 31. 
Salmon, Wm, Wistaston, Chester, Farmer. Aug 2. Reg 


Aug 30. ‘ 
gine Geo Saml, Loughton, Essex, out of business. Aug 2. Asst. 


Aug 30. 
sculey, John Thos, Lowthorpe-rd, Notting-hill, Builder. Aug 23. 


Comp. Reg Aug 3l. 
gedgwick, Geo, Chesterfield, Derby, Grocer. Aug 2, Asst. 


Comp. 


Reg 
Aug 30. 

Sketchley, Robt, Charterhouse-lane, Meat Salesman. Aug1l7. Comp. 
Reg Aug 27. 

smith, Chas, New-rd, Rotherhithe, Carpenter, Aug6. Comp. Reg 


Aug 31. 
smith Alfd, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Auctioneer, July3l. Asst. Reg 


Aug 31. 
Wilkinson, Zaccheus, Clayton Heights, Bradford, Woolstapler. Aug 3. 


Asst. Reg Aug 31. ; 
Wood, Wm Benj, Horley, Surrey, Painter. July 30. Asst. Reg Aug 
27. 


Bankruypls. 
Fripay, Aug. 27, 1869. 
To Surrender in London. 
Beard, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche. Sept 10 
t 12 
Pet Aug 23. Roche. 


Adj Aug 16. Reche. 


at 12. 

Beilgrove, Alex, Manchester-ter, Kilburn, Baker. 
Sept 8atll. Godfrey, Hatton-garden. | 

Bird, John, Prisoner for Debt, Debt, Norwich. 
Sept 10 at 12, 

Bradshaw, Geo Richd, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 18 (for pau). 


Roche. 


Adj Aug 19. Roche. 


Pet Aug 23. Roche. 


Adj Aug 19. Roche. 


Adj Aug 20. 


Roche, 


Roche. Sept 7 (and not Sept 1 as was published in last Gazette) at 11. 
Laurence, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Adj Aug 19. 
Sept 10 at 12. 
Cartwright, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Cheale, Hezekiah, Steyning, Sussex, Comm Agent. Pet Aug 24, Mur- 
ray. Sept 8 atl. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st. 
Sept 8at ll. Dobie, Gresham-st. 
Cook, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Aug 19. Roche. Sept 10 
| 
Crout, Thos Wm, jun, Woolwich, Kent, Beer Retailer. Pet Aug 23. 
Murray. Sept Sat 12. Wood, Basinghall-st. 
Roche. Sept 9at1l. Pope, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 
Easthope, John, Prisoner for Debt, New Cross. Pet Aug 23. 
Emery, Thos Jas, Whilton, Northampton, Farmer's Assistant. Pet 
Aug 25. Roche. Sept7 atl. De Gex & Harding, Raymond-bldgs, 
Evans, Wm, Croydon, Surrey, Tailor, 
atil, Parry, Croydon. 
Sept 
10 at 12. 
Farquharson, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Roche. 
ey Robt, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. 
0 at 12, 
Pet Aug 22, Sept9at12. Edmuods, St Bride’s-avenue, Fleet-st. 
Harris, Abraham, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche. 
tli. 
Hilbert, Fredk Britt, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche. 
Sept 15 at 11. 
Wat li. 
Johnson, Wm, Merton, Surrey, Plumber. Sept 
Pet Aug 24. 


Pet Aug 24. Roche. 


Cartwright, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, London, 
Sept 10 at 12. 
Cohen, Philip, Prisoner for Debt, London. l’et Aug 21 (for pau). Roche. 
atl2. 
Dowding, Andrew Augustus, Plaistow, Essex, Clerk. Pet Aug 24. 
Murray. 
Sept8 atl. Coleman, Greenwich. 
Gray’s-inn. 
Sept 8 
Falck, Chas, Prisoner tor Debt, London. 
Sept 15 at 11. 
Sept 
Harding, Geo, Weymouth-mews, Portland-pl, Regent’s-pk, Carpenter. 
Sept 15 a 
Jenkins, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 20. Roche. Sept 
8 atl. Godden, Fenchurch-st. 
Locke, Hy, Ravensden-st, Kennington, out of business, 
Roche. Sept 8 at 12. Heap, New-inn, Strand. 
Magdalinski, Johann Christian Friederick, 
Whitechapel, Boot Maker. Pet Aug 25. Murray. 
Fisher, Manor-rd, Walworth. 
Masters, Thos, East Peckham, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Pet Aug 23. 
Roche. Sept 8 at 11. Burt, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 
Morgan, Wm, Aldred-rd, Lucas-rd, Kennington, out of business. Pet 
Aug 25. Roche. Sept 9at 12. Hicks, Coleman-st. 
Myres, Abraham, High-st, Whitechapel, Hat Manufacturer. Pet Aug 
(25s Pepys. Sept 9at 11. Dobson, Mile End-rd. 
Neville, John Garside, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 25. Roche. 
Sept 9 at 12. Laundy & Kent, Cecil-st, Strand. 
Oram, John White, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Aug 19. 
Sept 15 at 11, 
= ans, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche. Sept 
atl, 


Mill-yard, Leman-st, 
Sept 9 at 12, 


Roche. 





Payne, Lydia, Joseph Payne, Jas Payne, & Benj Payne, Luton, Bed- 
ford, Butchers. Pet Aug 23. Powell. Sept 8at 1. Wetherfield, 
Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st, for Neve, Luton. 

Proctor, Lucy, New Bond-st, General Shop-keeper. Pet Aug 24. Roche. 
Sept 8 atl. Walker, Upper Fitzroy-st, Fitzroy-sq. 

Purbrick, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 23 (for pau). 
Murray. SepcSatl2. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Guildhall. 

Ranson, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 20. Roche. 
15 at 11. 

Senior, Jas, Miles-st, Wandsworth-rd, out of business. Pet Aug 24. 
Roche. Sept9at1l. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Simon, Prior Alleiz, (and not Prior Alliex Simon as was published in 
last Gazette), Grove-rd, Kingston-on-Thames, Merchant’s Clerk. 
Pet Aug 21. Roche. Sept7at1ll. Vant, Leadenhall-st. 

Sly, Richd, Nelson-st,City-rd. Pet Aug 24. Roche. Sept 9 at It. 
Marshall, Lincoin’s-inn-fields. 

Smith, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 24. Sept 9 
at ll. Levy, Surrey-st, Strand. 

Terrell, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
5 at 12, 

Thomas, Jas Tombs, Prisoner fur Debt, Petworth. Adj Aug 16. 
(and not 19th as published in last Gazette), at 11. 
Tyson, + Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. 

15 at 12. 

by ey” Chas, Prisoner forDebt, London. Adj Aug!9. Roche. Sept 

15 at 12 


Adj Aug 19. 


Sept 


Roche. 
Roche. Sept 


Sept 9 


Adj Aug 19, 


Roche. Sept 


Weston, Wm John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Roche. 
Sept 15 at 12. 

Whitbread, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19. Roche. 
Sept 15 at 12. 

Williams, Wm Edwd, jun, Strand, Manager, Pet Aug 21. Sept $ at 12. 
Lloyd & Lane, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st. 

Winch, Jas, Oxford, out of business. Pet Aug 23. Sept 8 
at 12. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st. 

Wright, Alexander Malcolm, West Abbey-rd, St John’s-wood, Mercan- 
tile Clerk, Pet Aug 23. Murray. Sept8at12. Holmes & Holmes, 
Finsbury-pl South. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Aitkin, Wm Jas, Shotley-bridge, Durham, Paper Maker. 
Booth. Shotley-bridge, Sept 13at]. Salkeld, Durham. 

Andrews, Thos, Blockley, Worcester, Cattle Dealer. Pet Aug 21, 
Nicoll. Shipston-on-Stour, Sept 1) atll. Griffiths & Bull, Chiphin, 

Ashton, Ann. Tattenhall, Chester, Grocer. Pet Aug 19. Porter. Chester, 
Sept 6 at 12. Churton, Chester. 

Ballan, Peter, jun, Durham, Fruiterer. Pet Aug 21. 
Durham, Sept 7 at 11. Marshall, jun, Durham. 

Balls, Chas, Gorleston, Suffolk, Painter. Pet Aug 21. 
Gt Yarmouth, Sept 10 at 12, Wiltshire, Gt Yarmouth. 

Barrett, Benj, Kendal, Westmorland. Linsey Weaver. 
Wilson. Kendal. Sept6at 11. Thompson, Kendal. 

Birch, John, Leeds, Cloth Dresser. Pet Aug 18. Marshall. 
Sept 23 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Bishop, Hy Thos, birm, Comm Agent. 
10 at 12. Parry, Birm. 

Bond, Richd, Frant, Sussex, Builder. Pet Aug 24, Alleyne. 
bridge Wells, Sept 13 at 3. Cripps, Tonbridge Wells. 

Britten, Hy, Maesteg, Glamorgan, General Merchant, 
Wilde. Bristol, Sept 8 at ll. Brittan, Brist+l. 

Brooks, John Swindley, Rocliester, Kent, Photographer. 
Acworth. Rochester, Sept 7 at 2. Hayward, Rochester. 

Browne, Wm, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Wine Merchant. Pet 
Aug 12. Hill. Birm, Sept 10 at12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Burnan, John, Leeds, Carter. Pet Aug 10. Marshall. Leeds, Sept 23 
at 12. Harle, Leeds, 

Chadwick, Joseph, Armley, nr Leeds, out of business. 
Marshall, Leeds, Sept 23 at 12. Pullan, Leeds. 

Clark,tGeo, Campton, Bedford, Butcher. Pet Aug 24. 
gleswade, Sept 15 at 10. Barker, Biggleswade. 

Cotterell, Hy Joseph Emm, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. 
(for pau). Harley. Bristol, Oct 8 at 12. 

Coyle, Wua, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Pet Aug 17 (for pau). 
Bristol, Oct 8 at 12. 

Darling, Geo, East Denton, Northumberland, Boot Maker. Pet Aug 
24. Clayton. Newcastle, Sept 11 at 10. Clavering, Newcastle-upon - 


Murray. 


Pet Aug 24, 


Greenwell. 
Chamberlin, 
Pet Aug 21. 
Leeds, 


Pet Aug 23. Hill. Birm, Sept 


Ton- 
Pet Aug 18. 
Pet Aug 24, 


Pet Aug 23. 


Hooper. Big- 


Pet July 31 
Harley. 


'yne. 

Dibble, John, Barnstaple, Devon, Boot Maker. Pet Aug 20. Barnstaple, 
Sept 6 at 12. Bencraft, Barnstaple. 

Donnelly, Thos Joseph, East Lulworth, Dorset, Grocer. Pet Aug 24. 
Exeter, Sept 9 at 11. Lacey, Wareham ; Daw & Son, Exeter. 

Emery, Stephen, Pendleton, Lancashire, Beerhouse Keeper. Adj July 9. 
Hulton, Salford, Sept 11 at 9.30. 

Emmerson, Thos, Sheffield, York, out of employment, 
Wake. Sheffield, Sept 22 at!. Mellor, Sheftield. 

Fidler, John, Chesterfield, Derby, Wedge Maker. Pet Aug 24. 
Chesterfield, Sept 21 at 11. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Furner, Alfred, Sittingbourne, Kent, Whitesmith. Pet Aug 25. 
Sittingbourne, Sept 8 at 12. Willis, Sittingbourne. 

Gain, John Thos, Leeds, Commercial Traveller. Pet Aug 14. 
shall. Leeds, Sept 23 at !2. Walker, Leeds. 

am. Crosby, nr Lpool, Builder. Adj Aug I$. 

at ll. 

Hunt, Hy, Sheerness, Kent, Photographer. 
Sheerness, Sept 7 at 2. Willis, Sheerness, 

Ineson, John, & Richd Varnumw Baxter, Leicester, Worsted Spinners. 
Pet Aug 25. Tudor. Birm,Sept 14 atll. Miles & Co, Leicester. 

Johnson, Alfred, Leicester, Shoe Manufacturer’s Foreman, Pet Aug 23, 
Ingram. Leicester, Sept 25 at 10. Harvey, Leicester. 

Jones, Wm, Nantwich, Chester, Journeyman Printer. 
Broughton. Crewe, Sept 9at ll. Cooke, Crewe. 

Jones, Thos Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Adj Aug Is. 
Sept 6 at 11. 

Jones, Joseph, Redcar, York, Tailor. Pet Aug 23. 
ton-on-Tees, Sept 8 at 11. Clemmet, iun, Stockton. 

Jones, Hy Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol, Pet Aug 18 (for pau). Har- 
ley. Bristol, Oct 8 at 12. 

Lees, Jas, & Wm Lees, Denton, Lancashire, Common Brewers. Pet 
Aug 25. Fardell. Manch, Sept 15 atl. Stringer, Manch. 


Pet Aug 24. 
Wake. 
Hills. 

Mar- 
Lpool, Sept 


Pet Aug 20. Wates. 


Pet Aug 26. 
Lpool, 


Coosby. Stock- 
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Lees, Wm Robt, Oldham, Laneashire, Cotton Waste Dealer. Pet AuS 
24. ‘'weedale. Oldham, Sept 29 at 12. Ellithorne, Manch. 

Lidgard, Nicholson, Hulme, Fish Dealer. Pet Aug 23. Fardell. Manch, 
Sept 6 at tl. Law, Manch. 

Lillyman, Hv, Sheffield, Grocer. Pet Aug 25* Wake. Sheffield, Sept 
22 ati. Micklethwaite, Sheffield. 

Martin, John, Prisoner for Debt. Lancaster. Adj Aug 14. Holden. Bol- 
ton, Sept 8 at 10. Rarawell, Bolton. 

Mills. Thos, Bury, Lancashire, Spring Maker. Pet Aug 23. Grundy. 
Bury, Sept 8 at 9. Anderton, Bury. 

Moore, Joseph, & Thos Moore, Bole-hill, Derby, Scythe Manufacturers. 
Pet Aug 24. Leeds, Sept 15 at 12. Fernell, Sheffield. 

Naylor, Geo Robinson, Boston Spa, Yorkshire, ont of business. Pet 
Ang 19. Bickers. Tadcaster, Sept 20 at 10.30. Harle, Leeds. 

Nixon, Wm, Leeds, Draper. Pet Aug 20. Marshall, Leeds, Sept 23 
at 12. Walker, Leeds. 

Owen, John, Newton, nr Manch, Smallware Merchant. Pet Aug 14. 
Kay. Manch, Sept 9 at 9.30. Ellithorne, Manch. 

Parsons, Levi, Princes End, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Aug 23. 
Walker. Dudley, Sept 13 at 12. Stokes, Dudley. 

Peake, Sam], Lpool, out of busiress. Pet Aug 21. Lpool, Sept? at 11. 
Price, Lpool. 

Ratcliffe, Thos, Hunslet, nr Leeds, Glass Manufacturer. Pet Aug 25, 
Marshall. Leeds, Sept 23 at.12. Granger & Son, Leeds, 

Richards, Joseph, Limby-hall, nr Swanington, Leicester, Miner. Pet 
Aug 23. Dewes. Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Septll atl2. Wilson, Bur- 
ton-on-Trent. 

Rigg, Wm, Staveley, Westmorland, Cart Wright. Pet Aug 23. Fisher. 
Ambleside, Sept 8 at 12. Thomson, Kendal. 

Ronald, Jas, Upholland, Lancashire, Miller. Pet Aug 24. Lpool, Sept 
8at1l2, Dixon, Lpool. 

Rowland, Edw, Chester, Rope Manufacturer. Pet Aug 21. Porter. 
Chester, Sept 13.at 12. Cartwright, Chester. 

Scantiebury, Hy. Polruan, Cornwall, Master Mariner. Pet Aug 25. 
Childs. Liskeard, Sept 1] at 12. Sobey, Fowey. 

Shaw, Jas Brooks, Gorton, nr Manch, Operative Brewer. Pet Aug 23. 
Kay. Manch, Oct 6 at9,30. Chew, Manch. 

Snow, Joseoh, Stratford-upon-Avon, Warwick, Butcher. Pet Aug 23. 
Hill. Lirm, Sept 10 atl2. Warden, Stratford-upon-Avon. 

Sumpter, Wm, Westbromwich. Stafford, Confectioner. Pet Aug 25. 
Watson. Oldbury, Sept 6at1l. Jackson, Westbromwich. 

Swale, Sydney, Prisoner for Debt, Kingston-upon-Hull, Adj Aug 11. 
Phillips. Kingston-upon-Hull, Oct 5 at 11. 

Taylor, Sam!, Mansficid, Nottingham, Coal Merchant. Pet Aug 10. 
Tudor. Birm, Sent i7atl!. Simpson & Co, Derby, 

Thomas, Matthew, Manch, Packer. Pet Aug 25. Fardell. Manch, 
Sept 13.at 1}, Reddish, Manch. 

Tomlinson, Jas, Leeds, Monider. Pet Aug 10. Marshall. Leeds, 
Sept 23 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Tunniclitfe, Wm, Newhall, Derby, Engine Fireman. Pet Aug 23. 
Hubbersty. Burton-upon-Trent, Sept 10 at 10. Wilson, Burton- 
upon-Trent. 

Walker, John fly, Leeds, out of business. Pet Aug 24. Leeds, Sept 
13 at]1, Hardwick, Leeds, 

f Pet Aug 23. Crowdy. Faring- 
don, Sept 7 at 10. Thompson, Oxford. 

Williams, Geo, Prisoner fur Debt, Monmouth. Adj Aug17. Wilde. 
Bristol, Sept 8 at 11. 

Wright, Mary, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Grocer. Pet Aug 25. Lpool, 
Sept Yat 12. Evans & Lockett, Lpool, for Barrow, St Helen’s. 

it, Joseph, Leeds, Leather Dresser. Pet Aug 10. Marshail. Leeds, 
Sept 23 at lz. Harle, Leeds. 
To Surrender in London, 
Tuespay, Aug. 31, 1869. 

Bainbridge, Wm Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Aug 19, Sept 15 
at 12. 

Botting, Albert Ede, Stream Farm, Pulborough, Sussex, Caterer to a 
Club. Pet Aug 27. Roche. Sept 14 at 12, Gresham & Son, Basing- 
hall-st 

et Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj Aug 23. Roche. 
Sept 15 atl. 

Braid, Timothy Wm, Hastings, Sussex, Hotel Keeper. Pet Aug 26. 
Roche. Sept l0atl. Hancock & Co, King William-st. 

Brierley, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj Aug 23. Roche. 
Sept 15 atl. 

Budget, Arthur Edwd Sydney, Clement-inn, Strand, Medical Assistant. 
Pet Aug 27. Roche. Sept 10 atl. Poole, Bartholemew-close. 

Cameron, Donald, Bennet-st, St James’s, Club Proprietor. Pet Aug 27. 
Roche. Sept l0atJ3. Hodgson, Salisbury-st, Strand. 

Cattlin, Fred Fisher, Prisoner for Debt, Reading. Pet Aug 27. Roche. 
Sept I4at!2. Bennett, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn. 

Ellis, Sarah, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj Aug 23. Roche. Sept 
Mat i. 

Elsey, Jonatiian Neve, Prisoner for Debt, London, Adj Aug 20. Pepys. 
Sept 2) at ll. 

Gibson, Geo, King William-st, Hammersmith, Fishmonger. Pet Aug 28. 
Roche. Sept lbatll. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs. 

Gunton, Geo, Taunton, Somerset, Draper. Pet Aug 27. Roche. Sept 
Iu at li, Parker & Co, St Paul’s Churchyard. 

Halford, John Wm, Victoria-rd, Holloway, Comm Agent. Pet Aug 26. 
Roche. Sept l4atll. Bischoff & Co, Gt Winchester-st-bldgs. 

Hopkins, Thos, Aspland-grove, Hackney, out of business. Pet Aug 26. 
Roche. Sept 14 at ll. Steadman, Lundon-wall. 

Jones, John, Mortimer-rd, Kingsland, Builder. Pet Aug 28. Roche. 
Sept 16at ll. Godfrey, Hatton-garden. 

Louch, Geo, Walton-upon-Thames, Surrey, Grocer. Pet Aug 26. Roche. 
Sept l4atil. Haynes, Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mason, Isaac Gilbert, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 26 (for pau). 
toche. Sept 14at1l2. Bell, New-inn, Strand. 

Moss, Sarah Ann, Stamford-st,no occupation. Pet Aug 27. Roche. 
Sept 14 at 12. Spicer, Staple-inn, Holborn, 

Marpby, Kichd, Howell-st, Hall-pk, Paddington, Decorator. Pet Aug 
27. Koche. Sept 14 at12. Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Pattison, John, Hendon, Middlesex, Medical Practitioner. Pet Aug 26. 
Pepys. Sept l4atll. bradley, Berner’s-st. 

— Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj Aug 23, Roche. Sept 
Sati. 





Peedle, Geo, Lyne, Surrey, Farmer. Pet Aug 28. Roche. Sept 10 at 1, 
Roberts, King William-st. 
Sharp, John, Prisoner tor Debt, Maidstone. Adj Aug 23. Roche. Sept 


IS atl. 

Slater, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj Aug 23. Roche, Sept 
15 at 1. 

Stringer, Chas Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Aug 26 (for pau), 
foche. Sent Il4at12. King, Gresham-bidgs, Guildhall, : 

Fempleton, John silva, lrisoner for Debt, Loudon. Adj Aug 19, Pepys, 
Sept 21 at Ll. 

Webster, John Geo, & Robt Lodge Webster, Prisoners for Debt, Lon. 
don. Pet Aug 28. Roche. Sept liat 12. Reep, Finsbury-circus, 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Allen, Wm, Mount Pleasant, Norwich, Florist. Pet Aug 27. Palmer, 
Norwich, Sept l4at1ll. Rackham, Norwich. 

Bird, Mattnew Jas, Northmolton, Devon, Manure Merchant. Pet 
Aug 27. Exeter, Sept 13 at 12. Riccard & Son, Southmolton; 
Floud, Exeter. 

Burroughs, Jas, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet Aug 27. Lo>ool, Sept 
13at 11. Gregory, Lpool. 

Croit, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Aug 14. Lpool, Sept 
1Oat il. 

Dawon, John Hughes, Paignton, Devon, Milliner. Pet Aug 24. Bryett, 
Totness, Sent ll at 2. Kellocx, Totnes, 

Dight, Maurice Louis, Exeter, Tobacconist. Pet Aug 26. Daw, 
Exeter, Sept 13 at li. Floud, Exeter. ‘ 
Dolling, Joseph, Bath, Somerset, Fiy Proprietor. Pet Aug 25. Bath, 

Sept 13 at 11. Wilton, Bath. 

Drury, Joseph, Round’s-green, Worcester, Labourer. Pet Aug 26, 
Watson. Oldbury, Sept 13 at 11. Shakespeare, Oldbury. 

Etheridge, John, Birm, out of business. Pet Aug 24. Guest. Birm, 
Sept 17at10. Parry, Birm. 

Evans, Josiah Danl, Wridgend, Glamorgan, Draper. Pet Aug 18. Wilde, 
Bristol, Sept 10 at 11. Stockwood, Bridgend; Abbot & Leonard, 
Bristol. 

Freeman, Wm, Eastwood, Nottingham, Grocer. Pet Aug 24. Ingle, 
Belper, Sept }l at 12. Everail, Nottingham. 

George, Wm, Lowestoft. Suifulk. PetAuy26. Chater. Lowestoft, 
Sept 13.at 12. Archer, Lowestoft, 

Glover, Geo, Manch, Ale Merchant. YPetAug28.  Fardell. Manch, 
Sept 13.atll. Walmsiey, Manch. 

Grace, Geo, Preston Bissett, Bucks, Constable. Yet Aug 25. Hearn, 
Buckingham, Sept !4at ll. Clark, Aylesbury. 

Grant, Peter, Lewes, Sussex, Journeyman Saddler. Pet Aug 25, 
Blaker. Lewes, Sept lO at ll. 

Hawdon, Wm Henderson, Bishop Wearmouth, Durham, out of busi- 
ness. Pet Aug 25. Gibson. Newcastle upon-Tyne, Sept 17 at 12. 
Bousfield, Neweastle-upon-Tyne. 

Headland, Alfd, Brighton, Sussex, Chemist. Pet Aug 25. Evershead, 
Brighton, Sept 13 at ll. Miils, Brighton. 

Horrocks, Saml, & John Horrocks, jun, Heywood, Lancashire, Cotton 
Manufacturers, Pet July 30, Fardell. Manch, Sept 15 at 1. 
Storer, Manch, 

Joynson, Richd Roberts, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Aug 14, 
Fardell. Manch, Sept 14 at ll. 

Kay, Hy, Blackburn, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 24. Bolton, 
Blackburn, Sept 13 at lL. Backhouse, Biackbarn, 

Keeton, Wm, Mosbrough, Derby, Farmer, & Edwin Keeton, Eckington, 
Relieving Officer Pet Aug 27. Leeds, Sept 14 at 12. Cutts, Chester. 
field; Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Langford, Hy, Northfleet, Kent, Driver of Hackney Carriage. Pet 
Aug 25, Southgate. Gravesend, Sept 13 at 11. Layton, jan, 
Havana Cottage, Bow-rd. 

Lawrence, Alfd, Weston-super-Mare. Somerset, Beerhouse Keeper, 
Pet Aug 26. Davies. Weston-super Mare, Sept 13 atll. Smith, 
Weston-super-Mare. 

Musk, Wm Feavyer, Norwich, Baker. Adj Aug 16 (forpau). Palmer. 
Norwich, Sept 15 at 11. 

Newton, Wm, East Ayton, York, Veterinary Surgeon, Pet Aug 27, 
Leeds, Sept 13 at 11. Scholes & Brearey, Dewsbury ; Bond & Barwick, 
Leeds 

Richardson, Geo Mean, Arkesden, Es+ex, Grocer, Pet Aug 26. Collin, 
Saffron Walden, Sept 13 st 11. Bowker, Bishop's Stortford, 

Robinson, Thos, Hanley, Statford, Beerselier. Vet Aug 26. Challinor. 
Hanley, Sept Liat ll. ‘'omkinson, Burslem. 

Rogers, Edwd Mayne, Stourbridge, Worcester, Boo. Dealer. Pet Aug 
27. Harward. Stourbridge, sept 17 at 10. Collis, Stourbridge. 

Sedman, Geo, Falsgrave, ur Scarborough, York, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 
30. Leeds, Sept 20 ntti, Mason, York. 

Stevens, Augustus, Bristol, Auctioneer, Pet Aug 25. Wilde. Bristol, 
Sept 10atll. Sherrard, Bristol. 

Sudiow, Sam] Septimus, Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Pet Aug 23. 
Lpool, Sept 10 at li. Dixon, Lpool, 

Taylor. Danl, Forest-green, Gloucester, ont of business. Pet Aug 25, 
Anderson, Stroud, Sept 10 at tl. Clutterbuck, Stroud, 

Thomas, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster, Adj Aug 14. Hartley. 
Burnlev, Sept 9at3. Backhouse & Whittam, Burnley. 

Watts, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Northampton. Adj Aug 14. Lamb, 
Kettering, Sept 3 at 10. 

Whittaker, Thos, Manch, Packing Material Manufacturer. Pet Aug 
13, Fardell. Manch, Sept 15 at 11. Blair, Manch. 

Whittaker. John, Mauch, Cab Proprietor. Pet Aug 27. Macrae. 
Manch, Sept 10 at ll. Jones, Manch. 

Wilkes, Edwin, Aston New ‘town, nur Birm, Jeweller. Pet Aug 4 
Guest. Birm, Sept Wat lv. Parry, Birm. 

Williams, Gerald Cadogan, Worle, Somerset, Painter. Pet Aug 27. 
Davies. Weston-super-Mare, Sept 13atll., Smith, Weston-super-Mare. 

Worth, Joseph, Kidderminster, Worcester, Yarn Merchant. Pet Aug 
28. Tudor. LBirm, Sept 10 utl2. Hodgson & Son, Birm. 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Aug. 27, 1869. 

Burrows, Edwin, Houndsditch, Confectioner, Aug 24. 

Isemonger, Peircy, Chryssell-rd, North Brixton, Coal Merchant. 
Aug 25, 

— Jonathan, & John James Ollis, Hill-house-farm, Gloucester, 
farmers, Aug 21. 





